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ABSTRACT

Students with Limited or Interrupted Formal Education (SLIFE) are a sub-group of
English Learners (ELs). Policies related to the language education programming for secondary
SLIFE in United States public brick and mortar schools were examined through applied policy
research using Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) for document analysis. Documents for this
analysis included the 1990 Florida Consent Decree, District English Language Learner (ELL)
Plans, as well as district English Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) Programs, and a sampling
of school based ESOL program information shared on public facing websites. The study focused
on current practices in one state related to secondary SLIFE. Although demographic information
is collected during student registration, it is not disaggregated at the school district or the state
department of education. This results in evaluation of ESOL programming for positive impact
conducted on an individual student basis. Information about ESOL Instructional Programs that
are listed in the District ELL Plans is not available on either the district website or those of
individual secondary schools which is not supportive of informed parental choice for their
child’s education. Recommendations are made concerning the collection of information about
students to inform programming for them as well as ways to increase the sharing of information
between parents and their children’s schools.
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CHAPTER 1:
INTRODUCTION

The purpose of education is often debated at the philosophical level. Historically, Dewey
(1903) spoke eloquently about students becoming productive members of society. Grant (2012)
focused on the importance of “cultivating flourishing lives through a robust social justice vision
of education” (p. 1). Currently, Common Core State Standards (CCSSs) focus on preparing
students to be college and career ready (see http://www.corestandards.org/).
Yet, if one accepts the premise that in the United States of America, every child has a
right to a free and appropriate public education, then perhaps one might also accept that it is
incumbent upon educational researchers to shed light on populations of students who may not
have equitable access to that education. One such group is at the intersectionality of race, culture,
language, and immigration status. “Language education policy scholars have always been at the
forefront of struggles for developing education programs that build on the home language
practices of language minoritized students” (Flores & Chaparro, 2018, p. 366). Language
minoritized students are categorized as such because their language is positioned as a nondominant language in school settings where the language of instruction is English even if the
majority of students speak a language other than English (LOTE).
The requirements for working with English Language Learners (ELLs) have changed
dramatically over the years, based both on federal and state educational language policy. These
policies are merged and filtered through local school districts, ultimately outlined in ELL Plans,
1

and implemented through English Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) Programs at the school
level. Only a handful of states have policies requiring specific steps to be made to support ELLs;
Florida is one such state. In Florida,
…the Consent Decree addresses the civil rights of ELL students, foremost among those
their right to equal access to all educational programs. In addressing these rights, the
Consent Decree provides a structure that ensures the delivery of the comprehensible
instruction to which ELL students are entitled” (emphasis added, see
http://www.fldoe.org/academics/eng-language-learners/rules-legislation.stml).
Although there is policy with stated purpose of supporting the academic success of ELLs through
both content area instruction and English proficiency development support, Ladson-Billings
(1998) noted that when viewed from a critical perspective, one could view the civil rights aspect
of these policies as most beneficial to Whites and, in this case, English speaking students. It has
been my experience, often there is a general discussion about good teaching which includes the
notion that providing content and language support is beneficial for all students. The instruction
supports monolingual English speaking students who may be struggling with literacy or are
disengaged. In this way, the specific cultural and linguistic needs of English language learners
are not necessarily addresses and thus this type of policy is often most beneficial to students with
the dominant culture and language.
A particular group of ELLs known as Students with Limited or Interrupted Formal
Education (SLIFE) are not new to education as this country is a nation of immigrants. However,
the current focus on standards and accountability, as well as immigration, has highlighted the
unique needs of these students and the unique challenges schools face in meeting their needs.
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Although no group of people is homogeneous, there are commonalities within the group
categorized as SLIFE. They typically are immigrants who have experienced limited or
interrupted formal education due to lack of educational opportunity, access, or availability
whether this is due to refugee camps, civil unrest or war, migrant work, lack of monetary wealth,
or other societal and cultural conditions. Examples also include students who must work to
support their families, are a gender or ethnic group that is prohibited from education services, or
live in a remote area where education is not available to students past a certain age.
My individual interest as both an educator and a researcher in the SLIFE population of
students was heightened when I had the opportunity to work with an eleven year old girl who
had recently emigrated from Guatemala to Florida; I shall call her Marianna (a pseudonym). As
an undocumented immigrant who had sporadically attended a local school without technology or
a street address, there were no educational records to be sent to her new American school.
Marianna came to the U.S. in December 2015 to live with extended family members.
Since the schools in South America end the school year at the end of the fall semester, it was
assumed that she had recently completed fourth grade by the data entry school personnel based
on the limited information reported by her aunt when she was registered at the school. Marianna
began school in January; she was placed in fifth grade based on her age. It was also assumed by
the school administration that Marianna would be retained at the end of the school year in
America, so it made more sense for her to repeat fifth grade rather than fourth.
Why the school principal made this assumption was not shared with me, but I wondered
if it was based not only on Marianna’s English language proficiency but also on her prior
educational experience of attending a rural school in Guatemala. At the end of the school year, it
was recommended by administration that Marianna be retained and not matriculate to the middle
3

school. Her guardian agreed without being fully informed that the school could not make this
determination without parental permission.
The Central Florida school district where Marianna went to school serves approximately
34,000 ELLs, and the particular school she attended had nearly 34% of the students receiving
ESOL Services. Still, there did not appear to be a plan in place as to how to best meet the
learning needs of this student who spoke Quiche as her first language and was an intermediate
speaker of Spanish. Marianna was sent to a second grade classroom for reading instruction daily
by administrative decision even though the fifth grade teacher had ESOL Endorsement on her
state teaching certificate, there was a full time ESOL Teacher (myself), and two full time
Spanish/English bilingual paraprofessionals were employed at the school.
Since my opportunity to work with Marianna, I have left the school where she attended to
take a position where I work with a variety of State Educational Agencies (SEAs) and Local
Educational Agencies (LEAs). In this work, I continue to hear stories of similar situations where
school districts do not appear to have clear policies regarding how to best educate SLIFE.
Rather, decisions are made on a case-by-case basis on local policy at the school level informed
by formal district policy stated in ELL Plans that districts are required to submit to the state
department of education every three years.
The decision to retain Marianna also meant that if she graduated from high school, she
would be a year older than her peers. Much has been written about the impact of retention on
students and the possible negative consequences for their academic futures, including increased
incidences of dropping out of school before graduation; and even if this is not the case, retention
is viewed as a massive intervention that appears to have minimal positive impact (Allen, Chen,
Willson, & Hughes, 2009; Cham, Hughes, West, & Im, 2015). For students who are retained
4

after elementary school, the effects appear to have more negative consequences than their
younger counterparts including lack of earned credits, disengagement, and guidance toward GED
programs. (Lamote, Pixten, Van Den Noortgate, & Van Damme, 2014).
“SLIFE are at even greater risk of dropping out because they not only face the challenges
confronting all ELLs but they also face unique challenges” (DeCapua, 2015). When secondary
ELLs enter U.S. schools with limited or interrupted formal education, they still need to earn
course credits to graduate. For these older students, the consequences of there not being a clear
plan to support their education may impact their ability to earn these required credits. Students
who are missing formal educational experiences may need remediation and support to succeed in
courses that are required for graduation. For example, Algebra is a graduation requirement for
high school students and if a student does not have basic math skills including knowledge on
how to multiply and divide, there will need to be a plan to support this student to comprehend the
new content of Algebra while mastering underlying mathematical practices and skills.
This lack of a planning for SLIFE can be viewed through a critical lens to bring a focus
on equity issues for this particular population of students.
Theoretical Framework
The methodological approach to this study is applied policy research, using a Critical
Discourse Analysis (CDA) lens to examine the documents reviewed and a Critical Language and
Race Theory (LangCrit) lens to consider implications for students who are impacted by the
educational language policy researched. Analysis of the outcomes of programs for secondary
SLIFE is framed by LangCrit, an intersection between critical language studies (CLS) and
Critical Race Theory (CRT).
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Critical Race Theory
Critical Race Theory (CRT) began in legal scholarship as a lens to view the moralization
of racism in American society (Ladson-Billings, 1998). Critical Race Theory examines
majoritarian stories to expose issues of racial oppression. Mitchell (2013) explored majoritarian
stories related to English language learning. The first is that we are living in a post racial society.
Viewing ELs and their language as separate from their race, ethnicity, and culture is neither
realistic nor practical given that 80% of ELs in U.S. schools are students of color (Mitchell,
2013). The second story is that difference is deficit which is exemplified by the belief that White,
middle-class, monolingual English-speaking is ‘normal’ which positions ELs as less than
normal. The third story is that meritocracy is appropriate with education as the great equalizer in
this society even though students do not have equitable access to education on a variety of levels
(Mitchell, 2013). How are ELs to learn new content if they are not well supported in learning the
language of instruction, English? A related issue is the appropriateness of standardized
assessments and their associated scores to evaluate students who are taking the assessments in a
language that they have yet to acquire. As the old saying goes, a test in English is a test of
English. The fourth majoritarian story highlights the importance of English. The debate over the
merits of bilingualism is as much about the people who speak languages other than English
(LOTE) as it is about the languages themselves. The myth that previous waves of immigrants
gladly gave up their culture and language to become American and acquire English and that
today’s immigrants are reluctant to learn English is not born out by statistics where 94% of
immigrants speak some English (Evans & Hornberger, 2005; Mitchell, 2013). As such, how do
educational researchers approach the intersectionality of language and race?
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Critical Language and Race Theory
Critical Language and Race Theory (LangCrit) is one of the newer outshootings of
Critical Race Theory (CRT). Whereas, the primary tenets of CRT are the normalization of racist
structures in society, intersectionality of identity, and the impact of dominant narrative, LangCrit
has a more language focused lens (Crump, 2014; Liggett, 2014).
Motha (2014) brought to the forefront the notion of teaching English as a political act and
part of the colonialism associated with those who spread English around the world. She also
noted that Whiteness is often assumed when considering who is perceived as a native speaker of
English and who is not (Motha, 2014). Flores and Chaparro (2018) noted the need for “a
materialist anti-racist approach to language activism that seeks to dismantle the White
supremacist and capitalist relations of power that lie at the root of the marginalization of
language minoritized students as a result of colonialism” (p. 378).
Crump (2014) stated that an overarching framework is necessary for understanding the
intersectionality between racialized identities and linguistic identities and how people create and
live these identities. LangCrit is based on CRT, but it is also based on the relationship between
what is seen and heard (Crump, 2014). It is both the outward appearance of language speakers
and the language they use and the accent with which they speak which comprises part of the
identity of the speaker. Crump also stated that LangCrit is based on Lemke’s (1995) ecosocial
systems perspective which embraces identities as both/and rather than dichotomous as either/or.
According to Crump (2014), “LangCrit, or Critical Language and Race Theory, is a
critical theory of language and race that challenges fixed assumptions related to categories such
as language, identity, and race and argues that these categories are socially and locally
constructed” (p. 220). The basic tenets of LangCrit are:
7

1. Race is socially constructed, and racism is normalized in society;
2. Social categories are on a continuum including race, language, and identity;
3. Intersectionality of aspects of identity; and
4. Language practices and personal narratives are embedded in a larger social context.
In a critique of educational programming, it is important to consider what assets students
bring to the learning context. In 2014, Liggett researched to what extent Critical Race Theory
(CRT) had implications for language teaching and learning. She stated that “linguicism
discourse—like racial discourse—is similarly reflective and constitutive of power and underlying
power relationships that are normalized in the broader social context and implied as the ‘natural’
order of things” (p. 114). English proficiency has often been used to categorize people. And, at
the turn of the last century, English proficiency was often used to determine cognitive ability
(Liggett, 2014).
Federal education policy requires ELs to take state standardized assessments in content
areas before they have acquired academic English proficiency. Today, the English proficiency of
students is used for a variety of educational decisions, including access to advanced coursework,
requirements for remedial coursework, and even graduation. There are multiple levels of policy
related to what types of programs are offered and to whom. As a career educator, I have had the
opportunity to have several personal experiences related to these policy decisions including
creating a District ELL Plan, collecting demographic information about students, and using
assessment data to determine the ESOL services that will be made available to them.
Professional Experiences
As a beginning teacher, I had no idea how policy impacted the work of teachers, my work.
Even in my master’s program, there was little discussion of how policy impacted the teaching of
8

multilingual learners. Even though there was consideration for cultural sensitivity, issues around
the larger issue of English as a language of colonialism and multilingual learners as often
marginalized student populations were not deeply explored. Through my program in Educational
Leadership and Policy Studies with my focus on diverse student populations, I have become
more aware of these issues with a lens of social justice. As such, I have come to reflect on my
teaching practice and the impact policies and lack of policy has on the particular student
population that I have had the privilege to serve. After a decade of teaching elementary school, I
earned a master’s degree in Applied Linguistics and was hired the following school year as the
ESOL Lead Teacher at a public high school. During that academic year, the school district was
required to submit an ELL District Plan to meet the state department of education requirement.
To fulfill this requirement, the ESOL District Director, along with the ten ESOL Specialists
including myself from the school district, looked at the previous ELL District Plan for guidance
and filled in the template for the new plan. There was direction for us as ESOL Specialists
regarding minor changes in programs, but no discussion as to changes in demographics of
students or other contextual issues. The creation of the plan felt as though it was more about
compliance for the policy requirement of submitting an updated plan every three years than
about carefully considering how to create a plan that would support educational equity for the
students it was meant to impact.
My educational research perspective and interpretations are filtered through my lived
experience as a career educator. Many of the topics which will be explored during this study
have personal meaning to me as I have held several roles where my work served directly or
indirectly different populations of English language learners (ELLs). Although I will explore my
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reflexivity throughout this paper, first I share some of my professional experiences with language
education policy.
ELL Demographic Data Collection
Outcome measures are one consideration when determining the effectiveness of a policy
implementation. There are many considerations when examining the validity and reliability of
outcomes. It is also important to know the performance of different students and sub groups of
students. When I was hired as an ESOL Lead Teacher at a high school and several years later
when I was hired as the ESOL Specialist at an elementary school in a different school district in
the same state, I was required to input and confirm student demographic data about the ELLs
who were either receiving ESOL services or were in the monitoring period after being exited
from ESOL services. The data included Date Entered United States Schools (DUESS date), place
of origin, and first/native/primary language (L1) other than English (LOTE). This information
was collected and prepared for both a district audit and to be sent to the state department of
education for program compliance. However, these data were not reported in conjunction with
outcome measures such as graduation rates on the state website. Although these three
demographic data points provided an incomplete picture of which students may be ELLs with
limited or interrupted formal education, it could be helpful in providing some guidance. A few
years later, when discussing my interest in this special population of students with the Program
Director at the Florida Bureau of Student Achievement through Language Acquisition (SALA),
she mentioned that my research interest would be difficult to pursue since the state did not
collect or report information about potential SLIFE because it was not required by federal
education policy.
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As an educator and researcher, this raised several questions for me. Since these data were
collected at the district level and reported to the state for internal auditing purposes, why was it
not reported at the state level to support educational research? I was also considering that
although federal policy did not require the reporting of this information, it did not prohibit it.
Therefore, why was it not disaggregated to inform educational practices? When teachers know
more about their students, it can inform their instruction. When instructional leaders and policy
makers know more about student groups they are serving, they might also make more informed
decisions. As a teacher and now a teacher educator, I often hear that data drive instruction, but I
would like to think that data inform instruction since there is so much that is taught that cannot
be assessed, such as a love of inquiry and creative practices. Yet, in this educational era of
standards and accountability, data from standardized assessments are often considered a driver of
educational practice and policy reform (Purach, Cohen, Yurkowsky, & Spillane, 2019).
Annual English Language Proficiency (ELP) Assessment
One of the requirements for English Language Learners (ELLs) set forth in federal policy
beginning with NCLB (2001) and continued with its reauthorization as ESSA (2015) is an annual
English language proficiency assessment. When I first began working as a high school ESOL
Lead teacher in Florida public schools, the FLDOE was using the Comprehensive English
Language Learning Assessment (CELLA). Beginning in 2015, Florida joined the WIDA
Consortium and replaced the CELLA with the WIDA ACCESS for ELLs 2.0 assessment to meet
the annual English proficiency assessment requirement. The WIDA Consortium today is a U.S.
based collaborative group of forty-one member states, territories, and federal agencies (see
https://wida.wisc.edu/about/mission-history).
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As an elementary school ESOL teacher in a Florida public school, I administered the
ACCESS assessment to approximately 120 students during the spring 2016 test administration
period. On July 5, 2016, I began working as a Professional Learning Specialist at WIDA,
facilitating face to face workshops, webinars, and other online trainings related both to the
ACCESS suite of assessments and workshops related to teacher classroom practice. As such, I
am an insider to many of the policy requirements set forth by consortium members including the
ACCESS cut scores required for ESOL services. The state of Florida has three requirements for
exit from ESOL programs for ELLs:
1.

Passing scores on applicable Florida Standards Assessment (FSA) in English
Language Arts (ELA),

2.

ELL Committee Approval (FL Rule 6A-6.0903), and

3.

“For students taking any administration of the Kindergarten ACCESS for ELLs or
the ACCESS for ELLs 2.0 assessment, the English language proficiency level
shall be a 4.0 composite score or greater and at least 4.0 in the domain of
reading.” (FL Rule 6A-6.09021)

Although many states in the WIDA Consortium only require an overall composite score,
Florida has the unique distinction of having the lowest composite score requirement in the
consortium. Composite scores range from a Level 1 to a Level 6 with Level 6 no longer requiring
English language support beyond what would be appropriate for any student at that grade level.
When I was attending the annual Southeastern Region TESOL (Teachers of Speakers of
Other Languages) Conference in November 8, 2019, I had the opportunity to attend a
presentation on Empowering Districts in Implementing ESSA Plans by the Florida Bureau of
Student Achievement through Language Acquisition (SALA) Bureau Chief. As I have heard him
12

state previously at other Florida based conferences, he noted that the reason why the Florida cut
score on the ACCESS was lowered to 4.0 was due to the standards setting that took place at
WIDA. With the increased rigor of college and career ready instructional standards, WIDA held
meetings with stakeholders across the consortium to adjust the English proficiency levels
reported based on the scaled scores of the assessment. However, he stated that if Florida
continued with a cut score of more than 4.0, there would be too many ELLs placed in ESOL
programs. Furthermore, there would not be enough ELLs exiting these programs in the
recommended three-year period. Table 1 provides Level 4 performance definitions.
Table 1
English Proficiency Level 4 Performance Definitions
At each grade, toward the end of a given level of English language proficiency, and with
instructional support, English language learners will produce…
Level 4:
Discourse Dimension:
Sentence Dimension:
Word/Phrase
Developing Linguistic Complexity
Language Forms and
Dimension:
(Score of
Conventions
Vocabulary Usage
4.0 to 4.9)
Receptive
• Connected
• Complex grammatical • Specific and some
Domains:
discourse with a
structures
technical contentListening &
variety of sentences • A broad range of
area language
Reading
• Expanded related
• Words or
sentence patterns
ideas characteristic
characteristic of
expressions with
of particular
particular content
multiple meanings
content areas
areas
across content areas
Productive
• Short, expanded,
• Compound and
• Specific and some
Domains:
and some complex
complex grammatical
technical contentSpeaking &
sentences
structures
area language
Writing
• Organized
• Sentence patterns
• Words and
expressions of ideas
characteristic of
expressions with
with emerging
particular content
expressive meaning
cohesion
areas
through use of
characteristic of
collocations and
particular content
idioms across
areas
content areas
Adapted from WIDA (2012), pp. 6-7, Retrieved from
https://wida.wisc.edu/sites/default/files/resource/2012-ELD-Standards.pdf
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Table 2 provides Level 3 performance definitions. As a teacher of ELLs, I wondered whether
ELLs without support who scored a 4.0 would be processing and producing English at a Level 3.
Table 2
English Proficiency Level 3 Performance Definitions
At each grade, toward the end of a given level of English language proficiency, and with
instructional support, English language learners will produce…
Level 3:
Discourse Dimension:
Sentence Dimension:
Word/Phrase
Developing Linguistic Complexity
Language Forms and
Dimension:
(Score of 3.0
Conventions
Vocabulary Usage
to 3.9)
Receptive
• Discourse with a
• Compound and some
• Specific contentDomains:
series of extended
complex grammatical
area language and
Listening &
sentences
constructions
expressions
Reading
• Related ideas to
• Sentence patterns
• Words and
specific particular
across content areas
expressions with
content areas
common
collocations and
idioms across
content areas
Productive
• Short and some
• Simple and compound • Specific content
Domains:
expanded sentences
grammatical structures
language, including
Speaking &
with emerging
with occasional
cognates and
Writing
complexity
variation
expressions
• Expanded
• Sentence patterns
• Words or
expression of one
across content areas
expressions with
idea or emerging
multiple meanings
expression of
used across content
multiple related
areas
ideas across content
areas
Adapted from WIDA (2012), pp. 6-7, Retrieved from
https://wida.wisc.edu/sites/default/files/resource/2012-ELD-Standards.pdf
Florida is not the only state that has lowered ELL assessment standards to decrease the
number of students identified as ELL. Using a state specific English Language Proficiency (ELP)
assessment, the AZELLA, the Arizona Department of Education (ADE) lowered testing
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standards reduced the number of ELLs by 13% from the 2004-2005 academic year to the 20102011, which significantly decreased the ELL funding allocations (Sampson, 2019).
School grades, a measure of effectiveness in supporting student academic achievement,
includes the use of assessment data an outcome measure. “The danger in measuring success by
numbers is how the process commodifies students” (Reyes & Villarreal, 2016, p. 552). In turn,
this fixation with achieving high test scores and the context of not doing so impacts policy
creating and implementation (Reyes & Villarreal, 2016). Although I would agree that data can
inform instruction, I do believe that the results of a single assessment should be the sole driver of
instruction. Nor should it be the only consideration for student programming and support. Yet, it
has been my experience that English language proficiency (ELP) assessments are often used for
this very purpose. A consequence of this type of policy implementation can result in the denial of
student support and a lack of appreciation for the many assets that students bring to their learning
environment.
In my current work as a Professional Learning Specialist where I facilitate workshops
with K-12 teachers in the areas of both English Language Proficiency (ELP) Assessment and
professional practice on topics such as Lesson Planning, Collaboration, and Scaffolding for
ELLs, I have the opportunity to meet educational professionals who work with ELLs from
around the nation. A concern I often hear from them is how to best work with two particular
groups of ELLs: Newcomers and more specifically Students with Limited or Interrupted Formal
Education (SLIFE). Although annual ELP Assessments are required for ELLs under NCLB
(2001) and now ESSA (2015), the work that I do also addresses providing equitable educational
opportunities for multilingual learners. The workshops that I facilitate are intended to provoke
thinking and inform practice beyond policy compliance.
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Perceived Student Value
In the era of high stakes assessment, there is an emphasis on student test scores on
standardized assessments (Peruach, Cohen, Yurkofsky, & Spillane, 2019). When I began
working as the ESOL Lead Teacher at an International Baccalaureate (IB) World High School, I
was having a conversation with one of the veteran guidance counselors at the school whom I
shall call Dr. Jones (a pseudonym). In a school of over a thousand students, I instructed
approximately sixty students through ESOL in either a remedial reading course or in one of my
four sections of Developmental Language Arts. Although the ELLs who took these courses had
no choice in being scheduled for them, they were still considered electives on their schedules.
One day, Dr. Jones and I were discussing the students I worked with directly, as well as
those who I monitored for a two-year period as was required by the ELL District Plan at the time
under NCLB (2001). He reflected on my being different from other ESOL teachers that he had
known as I appeared to be working toward exiting my students from the ESOL program. It
seemed a back handed complement to be called out for not being like others like me, especially
in a professional context. I commented that it was my responsibility to support them in acquiring
English, so they could progress through their academic pursuits and be eligible for additional
course work that would interest them and positively impact them. He also mentioned that my
students did not count since they comprised such a small portion of the student body at the
school. Rather naïvely, I was taken aback. As a guidance counselor was it not his duty to support
student success for all students including ELLs? I pointed out that our students in the ESOL
program were weighted in the formula for Adequate Yearly Progression (AYP) which was a
requirement of NCLB at the time, and many of them doubly or triply so due to socioeconomic
(SES) status and racial category as well as ELL designation. Therefore, if only a couple of the
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ELLs improved on their standardized test scores, they could have a significant impact on the
overall school grade calculated by the Florida Department of Education (FLDOE). He reluctantly
agreed, and the conversation ended. I walked away feeling guilty that I did not focus on the value
and dignity of students as people and individuals rather than making the argument that I thought
would be the most palatable to him.
Multilingualism in the Classroom
During the teacher planning days before the beginning of the school year, I would
review the list of ELLs at the high school where I had been recently hired as the ESOL Lead
Teacher. I noticed that several students were not on my class attendance sheets. Most were
recently exited from the ESOL Program and were in the monitoring period. However, there were
two male students I shall call Carlos and Rolando (pseudonyms). Carlos was originally from
Puerto Rico and was a junior that year; it was the beginning of his third year in U.S. schools.
Rolando was from Central America and had been attending U.S. schools since sixth grade; he
was also a junior at the high school. Both young men were in a self-contained, exceptional
student education (ESE) program with a focus on life skills. They would both be earning what
was termed as a special diploma. When I had a chance to speak to their content teacher, Miss
Anderson (a pseudonym), I asked her why they were not in Developmental Language for ESOL
since they had other electives on their course schedules. Miss Anderson stated that the two
previous ESOL teachers in the last two years did not want them. I blurted out that I did not know
that refusing them appropriate educational programming was an option. We both laughed
nervously, and then we chatted as we walked to the guidance office to change their schedules.
Carlos and Rolando were placed in the same class with my intermediate ELLs. The majority of
their classmates also spoke Spanish as their other language and supported them by speaking to
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them in both Spanish and English. I thought that this could only help improve their language
skills and support their literacy development. I wondered how these students had been denied
their educational right to appropriate English language support. Surely, a policy must have been
in place to ensure that ELLs had access to ESOL courses.
Research Problem
As the demographics of ELLs in states and school districts across the nation change,
schools are charged with meeting the learning needs of their students. Federal educational
language policy guides state policy which in turn makes requirements for district policy, but it is
the policy creation and implementation at both the district and school levels that directly impact
the practice of teachers and the learning of students. What is the content of the school district
ELL Plan that directs the ESOL programs available for students? More specifically, what
programs are identified for SLIFE who due to their lived experiences may require more or
different support for academic success? The programs offered and the supports provided are
often dictated by the school districts which in turn must comply with both state and federal
policy. There are many factors outside of the school setting that impact the lives of students, yet
there are also many factors within the schools that can support or hinder student success.
Student success is often quantified by specific outcome measures. For secondary
students, one of the most important measures is arguably graduation as a high school diploma is
necessary for additional educational and economic opportunities. According to the Florida
Department of Education, graduation rates for students have increased from 80.7% in 2015-16 to
90% in 2019-20. For ELLs graduation rates increased from 62% to 85.7% during the same
period. In addition, the gap in graduation rates between ELLs and non-ELLs was reduced from
22.2% to 4.8%. (see ‘High School Graduation Rates’ at https://edstats.fldoe.org).
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Research Question
The following question guided this study: What expectations are set within district policy
documents for programs or services provided to English language learners who have experienced
interrupted or limited formal education?
Overview of Research Design
Nearly one in ten students in U.S. public schools is identified as an ELL, yet only a
handful of states require specific training for teachers and other educational professionals to
work effectively with these students. Florida is one of these states, and it also mirrors the nation
in that approximately ten percent of the student population are ELLs (see
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_cgf.asp#info). Furthermore, Florida has school
districts where there are high concentrations of ELLs and other school districts where there are
very few ELLs (see https://nces.ed.gov/ccd/districtsearch/); this also mirrors the national
educational landscape.
In an effort to better understand the current types of ESOL programs available to ELL
students in general, and secondary SLIFE in particular, this study followed tenets of applied
policy research. First, I reviewed state policy regarding ELLs beginning with the League of
United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) et al. v. State Board of Education Consent Decree,
United States District Court for the Southern District of Florida, August 14, 1990 which governs
ELL policy for the state. Subsequently, I will refer to this document as the 1990 Florida Consent
Decree. Second, I identified school districts with ELL populations near ten percent. Since the
FLDOE requires the submission of an ELL Plan by school districts every three years, I reviewed
the ELL Plans from these districts using a critical lens for the current cycle and the three
previous cycles (e.g., what is and what is not provided? What outcomes are and are not
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expected? Who appears to be served, and who is not?). I then examined district websites to look
for policies/guidelines made public regarding their programs/supports for ELL students, and for
secondary SLIFE in particular. Schools that offered particular ESOL programs were then
identified. The websites of those schools were examined for additional program details.
Information regarding these programs was evaluated for availability and accessibility.
Importance of the Study
The increased numbers of ELLs, including secondary SLIFE, entering schools across the
nation has brought some attention to this particular group of language learners (Cohen &
Honigsfeld, 2017). In the Fall of 2017, two years after the passing of the Every Student Succeeds
Act (ESSA, 2015), the percentage of ELLs was higher than in the Fall of 2000 the year before
the passing of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB, 2001) in 40 states and the District of
Columbia (see https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_cgf.asp). However, there is little
research about the policies and practices created to meet their academic and language learning
needs. There have been few research studies focusing on programs for SLIFE or the efforts of
individual teachers to address their academic and language learning needs.
In the state of Florida, approximately one out of every ten students in the K-12 schools is
identified as an ELL, and there are state department of education requirements governing many
aspects of ESOL services including personnel training and access to coursework. So, it may be
beneficial to know how school districts are planning for and addressing the needs of SLIFE, as
well as what outcomes/results they report have been achieved. Although finding a single solution
to meeting the needs of secondary SLIFE effectively in all contexts is not likely, it is desirable to
create plans that address their needs whenever possible so that unusual cases are the only ones
that need to be addressed on an individual basis. At the very least, this study may be informative
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for planning if there are approaches to educating SLIFE which appear to be effective, minimally
effective, ineffective, or even harmful.
Definition of Terms
•

Emergent Bilingual (EB) focuses on the language potential of learning more than one
language rather than viewing developing English proficiency from a deficit perspective
(Garcia, 2009).

•

English Language Learner (ELL) is primarily used to describe K-12 students in U.S.
schools who are actively learning English and as such may qualify for English language
programs that support their developing English language proficiency (National Council
of Teachers of English, 2008; Glossary of Education Reform, 2013). Although this term
has been replaced by English Learner (EL) in federal policy, it continues to be the
preferred term in Florida Department of Education Policy (see
http://www.fldoe.org/academics/eng-language-learners/)

•

English Learner (EL) is defined by the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO)
as language-minority students whose English proficiency affects their ability to
meaningfully participate and succeed in school (see https://ccsso.org/resourcelibrary/determining-who-english-learner-quick-guide-common-definition-englishlearner).

•

English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) also refers to students and programs or
services intended to support their English language proficiency development (Ariza,
2006).

•

English as a Second Language (ESL) refers to programs focusing on four domains of
language: listening, speaking, reading, and writing. Furthermore, this type of program
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typically includes little to no first language support for ELLs (Office for Civil Rights,
2018).
•

Home language is a term used to refer to the language spoken by family or caregivers in
their daily interactions (Nordquist, 2020). It is problematic because one cannot infer that
a student has a permanent residence or stable physical home. Rather, this term is often
used interchangeably with native language and first language. Native language is
problematic as it is often not the indigenous language but rather the language of
colonialization. First language does not capture the practice of learning languages
simultaneously rather than sequentially or being multilingual before adding English as an
additional language. Nevertheless, home language is a term referred to in language
education policies.

•

Language Other Than English (LOTE) is used when there is a primary, native, or first
language that is not English (see
https://tea.texas.gov/Academics/Subject_Areas/Languages_Other_Than_English/Langua
ges_Other_Than_English).

•

Limited English Proficient (LEP) was previously used in federal education policy and
court rulings to describe those who were learning English as a second or additional
language (National Council of Teachers of English, 2008). Additionally, Florida (2005)
defines LEP as a student who:
- Was not born in the U.S. and whose native language is other than English: or
- Was born in the U.S. but who comes from a home in which a language other than
English is most relied upon for communication: or
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- Is an American Indian or Alaskan Native and comes from a home in which a
language other than English has had a significant impact on his or her level of English
Language Proficiency: and
- Who as a result of the above, has sufficient difficulty speaking, reading ,writing, or
understanding the English language to deny him or her the opportunity to learn
successfully in classrooms in which the language of instruction is English.
•

Limited English Speaking Ability (LESA) is another term previously used in federal
education policy to describe those who were learning English as a second or additional
language (ESEA, 1968).

•

Maintenance Bilingual Education (MBE) refers to late exit bilingual education where the
goal is for the student to continue to develop the first language of the student while
acquiring English resulting in proficiency in both languages as well as learning in the
content areas (Office for Civil Rights, 2018).

•

Multilingual learners (MLs) “refers to all children and youth who are, or have been,
consistently exposed to multiple languages. It includes students known as English
language learners (ELLs) or dual language learners (DLLs); heritage language learners;
and students who speak varieties of English or indigenous languages” (WIDA, 2019, p.
1).

•

Newcomer Program is typically provided for recently arrived immigrant students in selfcontained educational services for a limited period of time before they are then placed in
a different ESOL program (Office for Civil Rights, 2018).

•

Sheltered English Instruction refers to a program where the language of instruction is
English, but teachers are expected to make content comprehensible through a variety of
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methods including modeling, visual supports, gestures, and so forth while teaching
academic vocabulary in the content areas (Office for Civil Rights, 2018).
•

Structured English Immersion Program is a program intended to support the ELL with a
teacher who possesses bilingual education or ESL training so that the student can then
move to an English-only mainstream classroom (Office for Civil Rights, 2018).

•

Submersion Program is a type of program that places ELLs in an English-only school
setting with little to no support. This sink or swim approach assumes that students would
pick up English simply by being surrounded by it (Office for Civil Rights, 2018).

•

Students with Inconsistent/Interrupted Formal Education (SIFE) is a term specific to the
New York State Education Department (NYSED) which defines SLIFE as “a Student
with Inconsistent/Interrupted Formal Education shall mean English Language Learners
(ELLs) who have attended schools in the United States… for less than twelve months and
who, upon initial enrollment in such schools, are two or more years below grade level in
literacy in their home language and/or two or more years below grade level in Math due
to inconsistent or interrupted schooling prior to arrival in the United States…. The
definition above is inclusive of SIFE with developing literacy, students who have literacy
at or below third grade in their home language. This means that they are not yet fluent
readers in any language and do not independently use text as a resource to build new
knowledge” (NYSED, 2019, p. 1).

•

Students with Limited or Interrupted Formal Education (SLIFE) are students who are
typically ELLs and have immigrated from one area or country to another. Schooling
could be described as limited or interrupted due to a variety of factors including
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educational opportunities and access as well as migration (see
https://education.mn.gov/MDE/dse/el/slif/).
SLIFE Definition
As a professional educator who has worked extensively in the area of English as a
Second Language, I was initially pleased to see that at least one state had codified a definition for
SLIFE in policy. “The Minnesota Learning English for Academic Proficiency and Success
(LEAPS) Act defines SLIFE as an English learner with an interrupted formal education who
meets three of” their listed criterion of five requirements (see
https://education.mn.gov/MDE/dse/el/slif/, para 1).
However, upon further examination what should have been obvious was not so to me at
first. As a researcher, I strive to view policy through a critical lens with an eye toward providing
equitable educational opportunities for all students, but particularly those who are marginalized.
The acronym simply includes “students” but does not mention English language learners (ELLs)
although this may be implied in the definition. There are certainly many students who have
experienced limited or interrupted formal education due to a variety of life circumstances and
equity issues including living in foster care, working to support themselves and their families,
caring for family members to name just a few. However, the term SLIFE refers specifically to
students who have had limited or interrupted education before entering U.S. schools and are then
identified as ELLs. Therefore, issues of truancy or attendance after registering in U.S. schools is
not a focus for this research as these causes of limited or interrupted education occurred after the
student could be identified as SLIFE.
Jiménez-Castellanos and Garcia (2017) suggest “understanding development and learning
of ELLs require understanding the array of activities that are practiced by children in and outside
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of formal educational institutions and the learning opportunities in families, communities, and
societies in which they reside” (p. 446). Yet, teachers often view SLIFE from a deficit lens
focusing on gaps in formal education or English language proficiency (DeCapua, 2015). With a
people first language that includes the requirement of English learning, one could begin with
multilingual learners who have experienced limited or interrupted formal education, but this
produces the unfortunate acronym of MLs with LIFE and is not assets based in its phrasing.
Perhaps multilingual learners with other than formalized learning experiences would
approach the inclusive terminology aim of being both people first in its language and assets
based (see Figure 1). The phrase “with other than formalized learning experiences” strives to
Figure 1
A New Term for SLIFE

multilingual
learner

limited or
interrupted
formal
education

Multilingual
learner with
other than
formalized
learning
experiences

capture the notion that people learn through a variety of experiences outside what is considered
traditional or formal education such as through family practices, community activities, and
personal exploration of one’s surroundings. An acronym to capture this term could be MLs with
OTFLE perhaps pronounced “oatful.” Certainly, all students have experienced learning in
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settings other schools. However, like the term multilingual learner, the noun phrase “other than
formal learning experiences” focuses on the students’ assets and what they bring to new learning
opportunities.
Assumptions
When reviewing policies in the form of state ELL policy documents, formally submitted
ELL Plans, and ELL programs described on district and school websites, there are several
assumptions made by the researcher. An informed plan is necessary to meet the needs of SLIFE.
Although a plan is not sufficient to meet student needs, it would support those needs being
addressed. Any population of students who is deemed different in some way is often
systematically marginalized in formalized educational settings. SLIFE are defined as a small
sub-group of ELLs who often do not have their needs appropriately met, and this may be the
result of their intersectionality of identity including language, race, ethnicity, religion, and
immigration status. Finally, ELLs are sometimes treated as a homogeneous group with regard to
identity other than those related to English language proficiency and first/native/home language
(L1).
Delimitations
For the purpose of this study, the focus will be on high school age SLIFE who are
enrolled in purposefully selected brick and mortar public K-12 school systems. Although charter
schools, private schools, online schools, and GED Preparation/Adult Education Programs often
serve adolescent ELLs, these educational settings will not be included. Finally, this study focuses
on documents and websites as data sources. While interviews with individuals with a vested
interest in the educational outcomes of SLIFE (e.g., ESOL coordinators, educators,
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parents/caregivers, community members, and students themselves) might provide interesting
perspectives, interviews are not part of this study.
Chapter Summary
Chapter 1 provided a background for the topic of the study, including the researcher’s
interest in the topic and professional experiences related to educational language policy. The
research problem, design, and research question are identified, as well as the potential
importance of the study. Key terms are defined, and assumptions and delimitations of the study
noted. Chapter 2 provides a historical context covering federal and state education policy.
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CHAPTER 2:
HISTORICAL CONTEXT AND RELATED LITERATURE

Language policy and planning (LPP) has historically been part of the fabric of both
public policy and educational policy in the U.S. Some policies have promoted bilingualism while
others have forbidden the use of a language other than English (LOTE) in what has always been
a multilingual society (Wiley & Garcia, 2006). Educational language policy at the federal level
has evolved over time since its inception in 1968. The focus of this chapter is the historical
context that provided the background for this study.
Federal Education Policy
Since 1965, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) has impacted the
educational experiences of K-12 students in the United States. The original act was authorized in
the midst of the Civil Rights Movement in the United States and on the heels of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988). The reauthorization known as the No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) Act in 2001 during the George Bush Presidential Administration was a much
different time for the U.S. When NCLB was implemented in 2002, the U.S. was in the midst of
recovering from the events of 9/11 and the implications of acts of terror on U.S. soil (Evans &
Hornberger, 2005). The most recent authorization, named the Every Student Succeeds Act
(ESSA, 2015), had a slower roll out of implementation with some aspects delayed until 2018.
For example, accountability systems including teacher evaluations were marginally different, and
there has been a slow move away from high-stakes consequences related to standardized
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assessments (Schaffhauser, 2018). The social climate surrounding ESSA included partisan
politics, a rise in terror attacks around the world, and shifting approaches to immigration in the
U.S., including who would be allowed to remain and who would be allowed to enter.
Furthermore, a new administration would be overseeing the implementation of ESSA with a
different President and Secretary of Education than those who co-constructed the legislation.
Policy is neither created nor implemented in a vacuum. It is the social climate that in many ways
shapes what will be enacted and how it will come to fruition (Wiese & Garcia, 2001).
Presidential Perspectives
In April 1965, President Lyndon B. Johnson made several remarks on signing the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), which was the first comprehensive federal
policy for education in the United States, K-12 Schools. He stated:
By passing this bill, we bridge the gap between helplessness and hope for more than five
million educationally deprived children.
We put into the hand of our youth more than 30 million new books, and into many of our
schools their first libraries.
We reduce the terrible time lag in bringing new teaching techniques into the nation’s
classrooms.
We strengthen state and local agencies, which bear the burden and the challenge of better
education.
And we rekindle the revolution—the revolution of the spirit against the tyranny of
ignorance.

30

As a son of a tenant farmer, I know that education is the only valid passport from
poverty. As a former teacher—and, I hope, a future one—I have great expectations of
what this law will mean for all of our young people.
As President of the United States, I believe deeply no law I have signed or will ever sign
means more to the future of America. (Johnson, 1965, April 11, paras. 13-20)
More than thirty years later in 2001, President George W. Bush signed Public Law 107110 which is also known as the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act. Bush stated before a group
of students and others at Hamilton High School in Ohio on January 8, 2002:
Our schools will have higher expectation. We believe every child can learn. Our schools
will have greater resources to help meet those goals. Parents will have more information
about the schools, and more say in how their children are educated. From this day
forward, all students will have a better chance to learn, to excel, and to live out their
dreams. (Strauss, 2015, para. 15)
NCLB also subsumed the Bilingual Education Act of 1968. The act opened with a clearly
stated intent: “To close the achievement gap with accountability, flexibility, and choice, so that
no child is left behind” (NCLB, 2001). Unfortunately, millions of schoolchildren have been left
behind as evidenced by them not meeting educational landmarks including graduation. There has
been much debate between the signing of NCLB and the most recent reauthorization of ESEA
(ESSA, 2015) in both the political arena and private sector. There has also been an
intensification of anti-immigrant sentiment during the Great Recession (2008-2013) when there
were vast increases in both unemployment and housing foreclosures despite working class
Latinos being disproportionately impacted during this economic crisis (Jiménez-Castellanos &
Garcia, 2017). Jiménez-Castellanos and Garcia point to the Arizona Senate Bill 1070, The
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Support Our Law Enforcement and Safe Neighborhoods Act of 2010, as evidence of the
intersection of many social constructs related to immigrant populations (p. 438). Archibold
(2010) described it as the farthest reaching and all-encompassing anti-immigration bill in U.S.
history (para 1). Although many parts of SB1070 were struck down by the Supreme Court, on
January 7, 2020, Arizona Senator Martin Quezada “introduced a proposal that would remove the
controversial bill entirely – a move that he believes is both symbolic and holds tangible
ramifications for Latino residents of Arizona” (Critchfield, 2020, para 4).
President Barack Obama signed into law the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
of 2009 (ARRA) including Race to the Top (RTTT, 2009), a competitive grant program. At that
time he said, “It’s time to stop talking about education reform and start actually doing it. It’s time
to make education America’s mission” (U.S. Department of Education, 2009, p. 2). When
President Barack Obama signed the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) into law on December
10, 2015, he stated, “With this bill we reaffirm that fundamentally American ideal—that every
child, regardless of race, income, background, the zip code where they live, deserves the chance
to make of their lives what they will” (Obama, 2015, para. 18). Phrases such as “no child left
behind,” “all children,” “every student succeeds,” and “every child” in educational policy speak
of the American dream where education is the great equalizer (Lenhoff & Ulmer, 2016). These
simple statements cloud the complexity of implementing educational programs and providing
equitable educational opportunities for all children (Lenhoff & Ulmer, 2016).
English Language Learners in Federal Education Policy
The path to policy implementation from policy formation is not linear and often is not
clear (Lenhoff & Ulmer, 2016), as can be seen in the multiple iterations of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA). This policy has been reauthorized under other administrations
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and with different names. The reauthorization in 2001 was called the No Child Left Behind Act
(NCLB) and the reauthorization in 2015 was called the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA).
The language of these reauthorizations of ESEA may reflect the intent of the revisions or at very
least promote the possibility of student achievement.
No Child Left Behind. Many of the requirements of NCLB (2001) are specific to all
students where others only apply to ELLs, but both have implications for the educational
experiences and opportunities afforded ELLs in U.S. schools. Some may also have had
unintended consequences (Rossell, 2005).
One such requirement is that educational programs must be based on ‘scientifically based
research’ for all students including ELLs (Johnson, 2011). However, this research is often not in
the area of bilingualism or biliteracy that would approach the teaching of ELLs from a language
as both a right and a resource (Evans & Hornberger, 2005). Ruiz (1984) theorized language in
terms of language-as-a-problem, language-as-a-right, and the more moderate, language-as-aresource. The focus of NCLB for ELLs is the supporting of learning English and content
language, not the maintenance, development, or support of other languages known by the
student. The practice of replacing an ELL’s first language with English is commonly referred to
as subtractive bilingualism as English is not learned in addition to the first language.
Programs that are advertised to meet the needs of “all children” are often more effective
or appropriate for some children, some contexts, and with additional supports for implementers
such as administrators and teachers as well as students (Lenhoff & Ulmer, 2016). It is the
perspective, knowledge, and experience of policy implementers that shape their discourse about
educational programs. Furthermore, these discourses may shift during implementation based on
challenges and perceptions of the policy or program (Lenhoff & Ulmer, 2016).
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When analyzing a reform program advertised as being for all children and implemented
at three different schools, Lenhoff and Ulmer (2016, p. 15) found that the instructional coach
from the non-profit organization engaged in discourse suggesting that the program was better
suited for some schools than others and that some schools may need more support during
implementation. As policy implementers, the administrators and teachers had discourse which
questioned the advertising claim. Although the adoption of this reform program was intended to
benefit all students and met the requirement of research-based practices, in the setting studied it
was not effective in closing the achievement gap for those students who are typically
marginalized in schools, students who are non-White and non-middle-class. Lenhoff and
Ulmer’s research brings into question whether the aspirational, and laudable, goal of 100%
proficiency in reading, writing, and math, is realistic without further differentiation and support
(p. 18).
NCLB required 100% proficiency on state content standards by the academic year
2013/2014 for all students including subgroups (2001). By definition, in order to be identified as
an ELL, a student had to have low proficiency level in English as determined by an annual
English language proficiency assessment. The actual cut score on that assessment is set by each
state’s department of education, but it is not set at fully proficient; rather it is set at one of the
advanced levels as determined by the assessment. Once a student is identified as an ELL,
supports and research-based practices were to be implemented to bring the ELL to a
predetermined level of English language proficiency. Student were deleted from the category of
‘ELL’ as soon as they became English proficient. So for ELLs, the goal of 100% proficiency was
virtually impossible to achieve as all supports and research-based practices were no longer
‘required’ once they were re-categorized as proficient (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Izlar, 2010;
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Rossell, 2005). Therefore, it is not surprising that ELLs perform poorly on challenging academic
English Language Arts (ELA) standards since they are still acquiring English.
NCLB also had requirements attached to funding for ELLs, both under Title I and Title
III. Title I required that ELLs meet Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMOAs) and
eventually meet the aforementioned 100% proficiency requirement. Sanchez (2015) noted that it
was quite common for states to fail to meet AMAOs. “In Florida, where 10 percent of students
are ELLs, 94 percent of school districts failed to meet AMAO targets for two consecutive years,
and 88 percent failed to meet them for four years” (para 9).
Although ELLs may be excused for one year from taking the state content area math
assessments, they must do so their second year in U.S. schools. Effectively, ELLs are expected to
have acquired the language of math in English in a year’s time. According to Cummins (1981),
second language acquisition takes approximately five to seven years. Thomas and Collier (2018),
through decades-long research with bilingual education programs, posited that the only way to
hasten second language acquisition is through first language support. Additionally, Title III
requires that ELLs are making progress toward and eventually attaining English proficiency.
NCLB allowed for ELLs to take the state proficiency assessments in their native
language for a period of up to five years. This was problematic in several ways: translated
assessments were not necessarily equivalent; the content material was taught in English in many
classrooms; and states could decide whether to have assessments in languages other than English
(Rossell, 2005). As in many states, Florida did not provide translated assessments in the content
areas for ELLs, even though it was not prohibited by the federal policy. This continues to be the
case with the Florida ELL Plan under ESSA (Florida Department of Education, 2018). Another
issue is the linguistic complexity of the tests for ELLs who are still acquiring proficiency in
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English (Menken, 2010). Due to the complex language in the assessments, the data produced
may not prove to be valid or reliable in that the test is actually assessing English proficiency
rather than content knowledge (Menken, 2010). Inaccurate data may then be used to make
inappropriate educational decisions for the student. Does ESSA have the same requirements and
consequences for ELLs?
Every Student Succeeds Act. The Every Student Succeeds Act was passed in December
of 2015, with full implementation to take place during the 2018-2019 academic year. Unlike
previous reauthorizations of ESEA (1965), ESSA incentivizes state level educational policies
informed by district level leadership (Sampson, 2019). In anticipation of this reauthorization,
Hopkins and colleagues made several suggestions with regard to the policy for ELLs (Hopkins,
Thompson, Linquanti, Hakuta, & August, 2013). NCLB (2001) had included ELLs in the
standards, accountability and assessment movement and brought attention to the needs of ELLs
by requiring their data to be disaggregated as a sub group (Boals et al., 2015; Hopkins et al.,
2013). These assessments included both state content area tests and English proficiency tests.
For ESSA, Boals and colleagues (2015) stressed the value in giving annual English proficiency
assessments to ELLs to inform instruction and meet the language learning needs of these
students. However, federal policy also made unreasonable demands in NCLB with 100%
proficiency targets in both English language proficiency and academic performance. Hopkins et
al. (2013) stressed that it is important to make accountability measures in ESSA worthwhile for
ELLs, including considering growth as well as achievement and including the scores of recently
English proficient ELLs, while building the capacity of educators, educational programs, and
educational systems.
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Hess and Eden (2017) suggested that the narrative used in ESSA (2015) was often chosen
for its opacity, in order to be acceptable to diverse political agendas. Policy analysts have already
begun to analyze ESSA, but since it has only recently been fully implemented, there is still much
left unknown about how it will impact students in general and English Language Learners
(ELLs) in particular.
Federal Education Language Policy
Educational language policy began as Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA, 1968). With the reauthorization of ESEA as No Child Left Behind
(NCLB, 2001), these policies were moved to Title III. In the latest reauthorization known as the
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA, 2015), some of this policy remains in Title III, and some
has been relocated to Title I. Table 3 provides an overview of these re-locations.
Table 3
Overview of Federal Educational Language Policy
Federal Policy
Elementary and
Secondary
Education Act
(ESEA)
No Child Left
Behind (NCLB)
Act
Every Student
Succeeds Act
(ESSA)

U.S. President
Lyndon B.
Johnson

Year
1965

Title
VII

Student
LESA

George Bush

2001

III

LEP

Barack Obama

2015

I

EL

Elementary and Secondary Education Act: Title VII
Title VII, the Bilingual Education Act (BEA), was added to the original Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA, 1968). The primary focus was on low socioeconomic status
(SES), Spanish speaking ELLs of Mexican descent in the American Southwest (Punches, 1985;
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Wiese & Garcia, 2001). “While the BEA has not been characterized as a language policy,
language is a visible marker in the education of language minority students. Consequently, such
an educational policy does make a statement about the role of language in society” (Wiese &
Garcia, 2001, p. 231). This federal policy was first passed in the context of the Civil Rights Era
and President Johnson’s declaration of a War on Poverty (Jiménez-Castellanos & Garcia, 2017).
The first federal language policy would be reauthorized six years later.
In 1974, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled in the case of Lau v. Nichols, establishing the right
of language minority students to differential treatment based on their status, but the court did not
prescribe a particular instructional approach (Wiese & Garcia, 2001). The case was brought on
behalf of ELLs of Chinese ancestry who did not have equal access to education because they did
not have access to the language of instruction, English (Lau, 1974). The 1974 reauthorization
which followed the Lau v. Nichols ruling expanded the policy by removing the economic
requirement and by including all language learners and specifically mentioning schools operated
by Indian tribes (Section 722, Title VII) (Punches, 1985; Stewner-Manzanares, 1988).
The 1974 reauthorization stated that the ELL is to “achieve competence in the English
language…with appreciation of the cultural language”; however, it also stated, “In no event shall
the program be designed for the purpose of teaching a foreign language to English-speaking
children” (Punches, 1985, p. 66). Furthermore, “the Congress declares it the policy of the United
States to establish equal educational opportunity for all children to encourage the establishment
and operation…of education programmes using bilingual education practices, techniques, and
methods” (BEA, 1974, Sec.702 (a)). Moreover, bilingual education was now defined as
“instruction given in, and study of, English, and, to the extent necessary to allow a child to
progress effectively through the educational system, the native language” (Sec. 703 (a)(4)(i)).
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This appears to indicate support for transitional bilingual education where the ELL is supported
in their first language, in order to acquire English proficiency, but it also appears to prohibit that
Title VII funds be used for dual language programs where native English speakers would learn
the first language of their ELL peers. Additionally, BEA now required capacity-building efforts
for educational professionals and systems including research about the effectiveness of bilingual
programs (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988).
This focus shifted again in the 1978 Bilingual Education Act (BEA), which stated that by
participating bilingual instruction, “both English-speaking children and children of limited
English language skills could benefit from one another during regular coursework…[and] such
participation may serve to broaden the understanding of children about languages and cultural
heritages other than their own” (as cited in Punches, 1985, p. 66). This language appears to
contradict the language of the previous reauthorization; it appears to be supportive of dual
language programs. At this time, there was also citizen pushback to maintenance bilingual
programs paid for with federal funds (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988). Dual language programs are
framed as beneficial for native English speakers, but there is often community concern about
such programs for ELLs. These objections also appear to be related to what LOTE is the native
language for ELLs as well as ELLs or their parents’ place of origin and their immigration path.
The 1984 BEA reauthorization was the first of the now four amendments of the
educational language policy to mention alternate methods of instructing ELLs besides
transitional bilingual methods (Punches, 1985; Wiese & Garcia, 2001). This also occurred in a
context of questions about the effectiveness of bilingual education (Punches, 1985; Johnson &
Johnson, 2015). Furthermore, the shift in policy reflected the tension between the orientations of
assimilation and pluralism/multiculturalism. This tension was particularly evident with respect to
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the role of first language instruction (Wiese & Garcia, 2001). Initially, the BEA was a federal
language program that supported the progression toward English proficiency, but now it was
developing into much more.
In 1975, the Lau Remedies were issued in response to the Lau v. Nichols lawsuit that was
settled in the U.S. Supreme court the previous year. In this landmark case, parents of Chinese
ELLs argued that their children did not have equal access to education compared to their
English-speaking peers since the language of instruction was English, a language that their
children were yet to acquire (de Jong, 2013). The Office of Civil Rights (OCR) would now be
involved in determining appropriate educational programs for ELLs. There was confusion as to
whether bilingual education or first language support was required by this response. In 1978, the
National Advisory Council on Bilingual Education was authorized (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988).
Three years later “in 1981, Secretary of Education T. H. Bell withdrew the regulations, thus
ending the long debate” (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988, p. 6). In practical terms, the Federal
Department of Education dissolved the Lau Remedies, and funding for bilingual education
melted away by twenty-five percent (researcher’s emphasis, Stewner-Manzanares, 1988).
By 1984, BEA had evolved into policy that supported monolingual English-speakers to
participate in bilingual programs where they could learn another language and about the culture
of those who speak it. Punches (1985) posited that it may not be so much a pivot away from
assimilation to cultural pluralism as it is a reaction to the Lau v. Nichols (1974) decision that
codified bilingual education in the California school district of San Francisco. There were other
significant changes and additions to the 1984 BEA reauthorization. Along with more flexibility
for educational programs to meet the needs of ELLs, there was also a call for more family
involvement and agency. Parents were made aware of their right to decline Title VII services for
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their children, and they were also offered English literacy services (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988).
During the 1980s, “anti-bilingual education, English-only, and nativist organizations were
established” (Macias, 2016). These English-only sentiments reflected an assimilationist
orientation toward language teaching and learning (Wiese & Garcia, 2001) which can also be
viewed through a language-as-a-problem lens (Ruiz, 1984).
Changes in the 1988 BEA reflected a further emphasis on a pluralistic approach to
teaching ELLs and called on state education departments to utilize the capacity building support
from the federal government to develop programs that were most appropriate for their local
student population. Pluralist discourses normalize diversity, both linguistic and cultural. It is not
a question as to whether diversity should exist, but how it can be nourished (de Jong, 2013).
There were other changes as well. There was now a three-year limit on participation of students
in programs to support English language development, family programs now included U.S.
history and government for non-citizens, and parents now had to be informed of their rights to
decline services for their children in a language that the parents could understand (StewnerManzanares, 1988). This was the first time that the English proficiency of the parents was noted
as a barrier to provide consent.
The 1994 reauthorization characterized bilingualism as an asset in the ‘findings’ which
included: “Multilingual skills constitute an important national resource which deserves
protection and development” (BEA, Title VII, Part A, Sec. 7012, 10, as cited in Johnson, 2011,
p. 271). Other additions were “the preservation and maintenance of native languages” (Sec.
7105) for Native Americans, Native Alaskans, Native Hawaiians, and Native American Pacific
Islanders (Sec. 7122). The 1994 reauthorization of BEA also removed the three year limit for
ELLs to receive services under the Title VII program (Evans & Hornberger, 2005). Although
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ELLs would be able to receive an extension of services past the previous three year limit, there
was no additional federal funding to support it. Will this financial constraint have an impact on
services provided to ELLs codified in state language education policy?
No Child Left Behind (NCLB): Title III
BEA has gone through several revisions since its original addition to ESEA. In NCLB,
BEA was replaced by the English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic
Achievement Act, or Title III (20 USC, 6812). In the 2001 reauthorization, the focus had shifted
from language-as-a-resource to language-as-a-problem (Evans & Hornberger, 2005; Hanna,
2011). The temperate, language-as-a-resource orientation provided possibilities for cooperative
language planning (Macias, 2016). “Orientations are basic to language planning in that they
delimit the ways we talk about language and language issues, they determine the basic questions
we ask, the conclusions we draw from the data, and even the data themselves” (Ruiz, 1984, p.
16). The focus was now to provide “high-quality instructional programs designed to prepare
limited English proficient children…to enter all English-instructional settings” (Title III, Part A,
Sec. 3102, 4, as cited in Johnson, 2011).
Additionally, in the original ESEA (1965), Title III addressed Supplementary Educational
Centers and Services. With the 2001 reauthorization of NCLB, Title III was now given the short
name of Language Instruction for Limited English Proficient and Immigrant Students. Although
Title III’s name shifted to Language Instruction for English Learners and Immigrant Students, it
was still part of the reauthorization. Another shift was the name of the federal office that deals
with matters concerning the education of ELLs. Under NCLB (2001), the Office of English
Language Acquisition was formed which replaced the previous Office of Bilingual Education
and Minority Languages Affairs that had been established in 1974 (Johnson & Johnson, 2015).
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Clearly, the focus was on the learning of English as opposed to the aim of maintaining one
language while learning another or at least using the native language to support developing
English proficiency.
Between the 1994 reauthorization and that of 2001, there were several changes including
those related to funding, the role of the learner’s native language, the length of time considered
necessary to develop English language proficiency, program types and activities, as well as
accountability and sanctions (Evans & Hornberger, 2005). There were many practical
implications. Funding was reduced due to formula grants rather than the competitive grants of
the previous authorization. Native languages had a less significant role in supporting English
language acquisition. ELLs were now expected to take three or fewer years to develop enough
English proficiency to be on par with their monolingual English-speaking peers. Authorized
educational activities must now be supported by ‘scientifically based research.’ Lastly, there
were strong sanctions for not meeting the requirements of NCLB (Evans & Hornberger, 2005).
This reauthorization (NCLB, 2001) also contained language specific to teaching
indigenous language groups within the United States. In 1990, the Native American Languages
Act (NALA) was passed by Congress to draw attention to the languages and cultures of Native
Americans. This law stated that it was U.S. federal language policy to “preserve, protect, and
promote the rights and freedom of Native Americans to use, practice, and develop Native
American languages” (NALA, 1990, as cited in Best & Dunlap, 2012). NALA went on to state
that the utilization of first language in the instruction of Native Americans was supported (Best
& Dunlap, 2012). In NCLB (2001) this support of native language use for Native Americans was
located under Title VII and was not moved to Title III (NCLB, 2001, 20 USC 7401).
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Although much of the language is the same in both BEA and NCLB regarding ELLs,
there are notable differences:
BEA: Developing bilingual skills and multicultural understanding. (Title VII. A, Sec
7102, c2) NCLB: Developing language skills and multicultural understanding. (Title III,
B, Sec. 3202, 1) Both: Developing the English proficiency of [ELLs] and, to the extent
possible, the native language skills of such children. (Title VII, Part A, Sec. 7102, (c3);
Title III, Part B, Sec. 3202, (2) as cited in Johnson, 2011).
This shift from ‘bilingual’ to ‘language’ could indicate an ideological shift of language-as-aresource to language-as-a-problem by using the general term of ‘language.’ One is left to
interpret ‘language’ to mean the dominant language and the instructional language of schools,
English. Although the development of native language skills was still permissible, it no longer
appeared to be a goal of this federal education policy. It could be concluded that federal
education language policy was headed in an assimilationist direction but still allowed for
pluralistic interpretation by the states (de Jong, 2013).
As such, each state was expected to determine the best educational programs for ELLs in
their context. For a few states, this included English-only educational policy. These policies were
often touted as the path to Americanization by eliminating bilingual education and pursuing
English as the official language (Wiley & Garcia, 2016). An official language, in this case
English, is viewed as necessary for educational success and social order (de Jong, 2013). Some
of the most restrictive state educational policies are California’s Proposition 227 (1998),
Arizona’s Proposition 203 (2000), and Massachusetts’ Question 2 (2002) which forbid educators
from instructing ELLs in a language other than English (Hanna, 2011; Wiese & Garcia, 2001).
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According to the U.S. Department of Education, these policies impacted an estimated 9.2 percent
of the public-school population or 4.4 million students (2015).
Although California’s Proposition 227 was the first of these initiatives to be passed, it
was repealed with Proposition 58 during the November 2016 election cycle, and parents were no
longer required to sign waivers to have their children participate in dual-language immersion or
bilingual education programs (Contreras & Fujimoto, 2019; Mitchell, 2019). Furthermore, the
repeal of Proposition 227 in California gave rise to the creation of the Seal of Biliteracy for
students who demonstrate proficiency in more than one language (Mitchell, 2019).
Additionally, the Massachusetts Senate unanimously passed the Language Opportunity
for Our Kids (LOOK) bill in July 2016 which “provides local school districts with the discretion
to determine the most appropriate instruction programs for their EL student, including bilingual
programs” (Garcia & Carnock, 2016; Mitchell, 2019).
In Arizona, lawmakers reduced the amount of time ELs must spend in mandatory
English-only immersion classes to two hours instead of four hours. In January 2020, during the
legislative session, Kathy Hoffman, the Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction, urged the
repeal of the state’s “English for Children Law” (Mitchell, 2019). Time will tell whether this last
English-only education policy will be repealed.
Focusing specifically on educating ELs in Arizona, there appear to be specific ideologies
that underlie the passing of their highly restrictive English-only language policy. FitzsimmonsDoolan asked, “What are the language ideology profiles of key Arizona educational language
policy stakeholders…politically active Arizona voters, state- and district-level Arizona language
managers, and Arizona teachers?” (2014, p. 38). She identified five emergent ideologies: promonolingualism, pro-multilingualism, multiple languages as a problem, English as a tool, and
45

language as an intelligence standard (Fitzsimmons-Doolan, 2014). None of the ideologies was
found to be mutually exclusive (Fitzsimmons-Doolan, 2014).
Considering that the authorization of ESEA as NCLB (2001) was implemented during the
same presidential administration and that the current reauthorization as ESSA (2015) was
authorized under one administration but is being implemented under another, it could be
informative to know if political affiliation appeared to correlate with a particular language
ideology. More directly, NCLB was authorized by Republican President George W. Bush, while
ESSA was authorized by Democrat President Barack Obama and is being implemented by
Republican President Donald J. Trump. Furthermore, Secretary of Education, Betsy DeVos had
“more than 130 meetings…with Republican lawmakers or their top aides, compared with about a
dozen Democrats” during her first year and a half in office (Klein, 2018, para 4.).
Fitzsimmons-Doolan (2014) found “that the surveyed politically active voters (dominated
by Republican voices) orient significantly more positively toward pro-monolingualism and
multiple languages as problem ideologies” (p. 47). However, teachers were positively oriented
toward pro-multilingualism. This would appear to suggest, at least for this study, that although
those who influence policy making through voting may push educational language policy in one
direction, those who are required to implement that policy may appropriate it to more closely
align with their language ideology. In my experience, although there is apparent antiimmigration sentiment in a policy context, teachers who choose to be ESOL teachers often
support meeting the linguistic and cultural needs of their students with a variety of supports
including first or native language support and see the students’ additional languages as a
resource.
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In the same way that there are many terms used to describe bilingual education, there are
also a variety of terms used to describe education for ELs that use English as the only language
of instruction. Hinton (2016) suggested that non-bilingual education should be called
monolingual education to bring attention to the subtractive nature of this type of instruction and
instructional setting. He noted that languages other than English (LOTE) are labeled as “foreign”
in schools and that English as the only language of instruction is framed as ‘normal’.
Mainstream is the term used for programs that are not specialized, not for special education
(SPED) students, not for English learners (ELs), not for migrant students, and so forth. Yet, in
communities where there are more ELs than there are monolingual English speaking students,
programs for ELs are not classified as mainstream (Hinton, 2016).
A parallel would be when a majority of students are labeled as minority students. In
Chapter 1 the school where Marianna attended was labeled as diverse even though 53% were
categorized as Latino/Hispanic with all but one of these families identifying as Mexican or
Mexican-American; another 27% were categorized as African-American, 11% as Caucasian, and
the remaining students were listed as “Other.” This “Other” also included one EL from Haiti.
This is a school where there were clearly two ethnic groups comprising the vast majority of the
student body, but it was characterized as diverse since there were a small number of Caucasian
students.
As I continue to work with teachers of ELLs, I cannot help but be aware that issues of
race, culture, and immigration status appear to be interwoven with perceptions of those who
speak a particular language. Byfield (2019) pointed out the importance of a sociocultural
framework as it considers intersectionality when researching pedagogy for ELLs. Fruja Amtho
(2017) contributed to this discussion by stating:
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In addition to the differentiated perceptions that take place in schools and their long-term
implications for immigrant students’ success, what is also crucial in these findings is that
teachers tended to attribute their students’ trajectories to personal factors, such as familyrelated issues, more often than to structural factors. (p. 195)
Bondy (2016) “propose(d) that a Foucauldian notion of care of the self, as characterized
through critical self-reflection and intersubjective engagement, may provide useful directions for
resisting the racist and nativist construction of ‘American’ that is produced by English-only
educational initiatives” (p. 778). As U.S. public schools have ever increasingly diverse student
populations, including linguistic diversity, English-only policies serve to perpetuate the
marginalization of those students in both educational settings as well as the greater society
(Bondy, 2016). This point leads us to the shifts in Title I of ESSA.
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA): Title I
Originally, Title I of ESEA (1965) was created to provide support for students from low
SES through educational programs and services. This support may have benefited inner-city
students who had low SES, but it did not directly address the learning needs of ELLs (StewnerManzanares, 1988). Some of the requirements have been relocated in ESSA to Title I. The name
and content of Title I have also changed with subsequent reauthorizations:
•

Financial to local educational agencies for the education of children of low-income
families and extension of Public Law 874, eighty-first Congress (1965);

•

Improving the academic achievement of the disadvantaged (2001); and

•

Improving basic programs operated by state and local educational agencies (2015).

In ESSA (2015), Part C—Education of migratory children is now addressed in Title I along with
Part D—Prevention and intervention programs for children and youth who are neglected,
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delinquent, or at-risk which mirrors the original policy. How these shifts in policy will impact
ELs is yet to be determined.
Perceptions and Characterizations of ELLs in Federal Policy
The landmark federal educational policy set forth in 1965 (ESEA) did not include
specific requirements for ELLs. It was not until the Elementary and Secondary Education
Amendments of 1967 that Title VII—Bilingual Education Programs to be cited as the “Bilingual
Education Act” would be added to federal policy (1968). In Sec. 702, limited English-speaking
ability (LESA) children are specifically mentioned. They were defined as “children who come
from environments where the dominant language is other than English” (BEA, 1968, p. 34).
This definition was simply a statement of fact defining the parameters of who is designated as
limited English-speaking ability. Title VII was viewed as a solution for discrimination based on
language rather than solely on race (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988).
When BEA was reauthorized in 1978, limited English Proficiency (LEP) was further
defined to include the language domains of reading and writing (Punches, 1985; StewnerManzanares, 1988):
The language used for…Title III of the U.S. No Child Left Behind (NCLB) education
policy—was in part copied from the policy it replaced—the Bilingual Education Act
(BEA)—with salient deletions and insertions. The copying and pasting, from one policy
text to the next, is an essential aspect of the language policy genre. As well, the content
of Title III was dependent on the political debate and discourse that surrounded its
creation, and analysis of the intertextual and interdiscursive connections is essential for
understanding the ideological history/creation. (Johnson, 2011, p. 270)
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In NCLB, the language shifted from children of limited English-speaking ability (LESA)
to the designation of Limited English Proficient (LEP), defined as one of the sub-groups to be
disaggregated in the student assessment performance data. The change in word choice was from
‘ability’ to ‘proficiency’; Liggett (2014) pointed out the following:
[A] poignant example of the structural level at which racism and linguicism intersect is
illustrated in the U.S. educational policy, No Child Left Behind (NCLB). This policy cut
funding for bilingual education programs in half and does not require schools to provide
bilingual programs despite the requirement that English Language Learners (ELLs),
regardless of proficiency level, must take standardized tests in English alongside their
native English-speaking peers.” (p. 115)
With ESSA, the terminology to refer to this population of students shifted again. This
time, these students were called simply English Learners (ELs). This term was somewhat
ambiguous as all students are learning English as they progress through their educational
experience. The term ‘English Learner’ could still suggest a deficit ideology because it is
focused on students’ lack of proficiency in English, essentializing them by one facet of their
identity and possibly reducing them to a homogeneous group (Mitchell, 2013). This shift
paralleled the notion repeated in educational settings that “good teaching” is all that is necessary
for ELs to learn since all children are learning academic English in school, thus shifting the focus
away from specific support of ELs who are learning content in the new language of English.
Notably, Florida is one state that did not follow this shift and has retained ELL as the acronym
for this student population. Florida Statutes (Section 1003.56(2)) define an English Language
Learner (ELL) as
…an individual who was not born in the United States and whose native language is a
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language other than English; an individual who comes from a home environment where a
language other than English is spoken in the home; or an individual who is an American
Indian or Alaskan native and who comes from an environment where a language other
language English has a significant impact on his or her level of English language
proficiency; and who, by reason thereof, has sufficient difficulty speaking, reading,
writing, or listening to the English language to deny such individual the opportunity to
learn successfully in classrooms where the language of instruction is English.
Another language shift not specific to ELs but that could significantly impact them was
the use of ‘evidence-based practices’ (ESSA, 2015) rather than ‘scientifically research based’
practices (NCLB, 2001). With this language shift, the types of programs that are implemented
for ELs could also shift. For example, the What Works Clearinghouse was founded in 2002 by
the Federal Department of Education, and it has been criticized for not considering context when
suggesting that these resources would be beneficial for all students because they are researchbased (Stockard, 2014). Furthermore, the What Works Clearinghouse did not address any
teaching methods for ELs that included bilingual support. Rosen (2009) noted that ‘policy as
myth’ can be seen in the ideology of scientific research to improve educational practice.
Just because a practice is research-based does not mean that it is appropriate or replicable
in other contexts. One research-based best practice, for example, was found by Nelson-Barber
and Johnson (2016) not to be appropriate for Navajo students in Arizona. A U.S. Department of
Education pamphlet stated how important it was for children’s literacy to have a parent read to
them at least twenty minutes an evening. However, this is not in line with the cultural practices
of the Navajo community where knowledge is imparted outside of text and where parents have
varying degrees of literacy (Nelson-Barber & Johnson, 2016). If the academic performance of
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ELs is required to be on par with their White monolingual English-speaking peers, then the
interventions and programs used to support their academic development, as well as their
language development, must be appropriate for the specific student population to be effective.
On January 18, 2018, Representative James R. Langevin introduced the Reaching English
Learners Act (H.R. 4838) to address the critical shortage of teachers prepared to instruct ELs.
This bill would create a grant program under Title B of the Higher Education Act (1965) for
university and college teacher preparation programs which worked with communities to include
work study with associated course work and reporting of program effectiveness. Since ESSA
requires ELs to show English proficiency development growth annually, then teachers need to
know how to support this growth in their students. Although there is no current federal policy
requirement for teachers of ELs, some states have addressed this need.
Figure 2 captures the shifts in federal terminology for English learners.
Figure 2
Shifts in Federal Terminology for English Learners
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Chapter Summary
In Chapter 2, federal educational language policy was created under the Bilingual
Education Act (BEA) of 1968 and moved to Title III in the reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA, 1965) as what is commonly known as NCLB in 2001.
Currently, schools operate under the most recent authorization, ESSA (2015). With the
development of policies over time, the stated intentions of the policies as well as the language
used to discuss English language learners (ELLs) has shifted. While Federal policy impacts state
policy, states also create their own state policies often through legislation and legal suits.
Although the Bilingual Education Act (1968) focused on supporting both the first or
native language of English Language Learners (ELLs) as well as their acquisition of English, it
has since been subsumed by Title III of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB, 2001), when the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA, 1965) was reauthorized. In both NCLB and
the most recent authorization of ESEA known as the Every Student Succeeds Act (2015), there
was a shift away from bilingual education and toward English Speakers of Other Languages
(ESOL) program to support ELLs in their acquisition of English.
Chapter 3 provides a review of state policy and related literature encompassing ESOL
program information related to ELLs in general and SLIFE specifically along with demographic
information about ELL populations in K-12 public schools. It also includes theories that inform
the theoretical lens in which programs and policies provided are evaluated. The presentation of
the literature will be organized chronologically when it applies to policies and thematically when
it pertains to theories and frameworks.
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CHAPTER 3:
STATE POLICY AND RELATED LITERATURE

The history of federal language policy from the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) of 1965 to the current policy iteration of the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA, 2015)
illustrated shifts in emphasis on first language development and support as well as changes in
terminology that may reflect changes in ideology related to language teaching and learning.
Federal educational language policy guides state educational language policy which guides
district educational policy which informs school programming for students who are learning
English as an additional language. Now our attention turns to state-level educational language
policy and how it impacts district policy response and school-level programming for ELLs and
specifically for secondary SLIFE.
New Populations of SLIFE
As part of my work with K-12 in-service teachers, I was in a southeastern state when a
high school teacher was sharing her experience with a SLIFE at her school. She explained that
last year, an 18-year-old student from Yemen tried to register at her school. There was reluctance
to allow him to come to the school for a variety of reasons, including the unlikelihood that he
would be able to earn enough credits to graduate, he had limited and interrupted education due to
war, he was a newcomer to the English language, and he would be older than many of his peers.
She went on to share that the student was an eager learner in both content area and English
language classes, but that his goal was not to graduate from high school but rather to acquire
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English and enough skills so that he could get a job and help support his family. The teacher
seated next to her shared that 20 high school students had registered at her high school in a
neighboring school district last January. As I listened, I wondered what policy guided whether to
register the student as well as what course work to enroll him in. I also considered the young
man’s educational goals were not necessarily aligned with the goals of schools to graduate
students as an outcome measure of student success. Although a plan does not ensure a positive
outcome for students, it may help to support one.
EL Demographics in U. S. Public Schools
As of May 2019, the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) reported that
there were 9.6% or 4.9 million students identified as ELLs in 2016 which was an increase from
8.1% or 3.8 million ELLs in 2000. It should be noted that NCES has not posted more current
demographic numbers from these fall 2016 statistics (see Kena et al., 2016). When considering
federal language policy, it is notable that the percentage of ELLs has increased from the time
when ESEA was reauthorized as NCLB in 2001 and again as ESSA in 2015.
There is also great diversity across the nation in the numbers of ELs and the languages
they speak. In fall 2016, West Virginia had the lowest identified population of 0.9% while
California had the highest at 20.2% giving the overall national average of 9.6%. As per NCES, in
fall 2016 California with 20.2%, Texas with 17.2%, and Nevada with 15.9% ranked as the three
most populated states with respect to ELLs. Florida was listed as having 10.3% in 2016 which
did not rank it as being in the top three states for ELLs (Kena et al., 2016).
California. The California Department of Education (CDE) states in their Facts about
English Learners (CalEdFacts) that for the 2018-2019 academic year, there were approximately
1.196 million or 19.3% of English learners in California public schools (see
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https://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/cb/cefelfacts.asp). California offers programs for ELLs that
include, but are not limited to, a Dual-Language Immersion Program, a Transitional or
Developmental Program, and Structured English Immersion (see
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/cb/cefelfacts.asp).
Texas. The Texas Education Agency (TEA) reports 120 different languages are spoken
in their ELL population (see https://tea.texas.gov/Academics/Special_Student_Populations). On
the Supporting English Learners in Texas webpage, TEA shares resources for stakeholders in the
education of ELLs (see http://elltx.org/). Texas provides both Bilingual and English as a Second
Language Programs (see
https://tea.texas.gov/Academics/Special_Student_Populations/Bilingual_ESL_Education/Bilingu
al_and_English_as_a_Second_Language_Education_Programs). Local Education Agencies
(LEAs) can choose which language program(s) they feel will be most appropriate for their ELs.
The website indicates that one of the state’s goals is to eliminate bilingual education exemptions
and ESL waivers. Within program models available, there is the option of Dual Language
Immersion Programs, ESL Pull-Out and ESL Content-Based Programs (Texas Education
Agency, 2019).
Nevada. While the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) reports Nevada as
having the third largest population of ELs in 2016, the Nevada Department of Education (NDE)
does not list their state number of ELs (see
http://www.doe.nv.gov/English_Language_Learners(ELL)/Home/ ). However, those districts
with at least a five percent increase in immigrant numbers compared to previous two years
average have a combined reported EL count of 73,114 (Nevada Department of Education,

56

2019b). Nevada explicitly states which programs are available for LEAs to implement. There are
a wide variety of models of instruction for ELs permitted in the state of Nevada including:
1. English Language Development Pull-out,
2. Structured Immersion programs,
3. Sheltered Instruction Programs,
4. Content-Based ESL,
5. Newcomer,
6. Academic Language Acquisition through Content (ALAC),
7. Advanced ELD,
8. Co-Teaching,
9. Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) or Early Exit Bilingual,
10. Maintenance Bilingual Education (MBE),
11. Two-way Immersion (TWI) or Dual Language Program, and Heritage Language.
(Nevada Department of Education, 2019a)
State-level Education Language Policy
A few states such as California and Texas have a quarter to a quintile of their student
population as ELLs. However, several states have approximately 10% of their students identified
as ELs. Three such states are: New York, Illinois, and Florida. For some states, a large portion of
their ELs is also classified as SLIFE. However, across the nation, there are only three states that
have created state policy to address SLIFE. These states are Massachusetts, New York, and
Minnesota.
In the fall of 2016, 9% of public-school students in Massachusetts were identified as
ELLs (see https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_cgf.asp) which is slightly below the
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national average of 9.6 % for the same year. The Massachusetts Students with Limited or
Interrupted Formal Education (SLIFE) Definition and Guidance document from the Office of
Language Acquisition (OLA) was published January 2019. To be identified as a SLIFE in this
state, the student must meet all of the following criteria:
1. The DOE025 SIMS field indicates the student is an English Learner.
2. Is 8 to 21 years old.
3. Entered a United States school after grade 2, or Exited the United States for six
months or more and did not attend school during that time.
4. Prior exposure to formal schooling is characterized by one of the following:
a. No formal schooling.
b. Interruptions in formal schooling, defines as at least two or fewer years of
schooling than their typical peers.
c. Consistent but limited formal schooling.
5. Functions two or more years below expected grade level in native language literacy
relative to typical peers.
6. Functions two or more years below expected grade level in numeracy relative to
typical peers. (Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education,
2019, p. 2)
According to this guidance document, if a student does not meet all six of the above
criteria, then the student does not qualify for SLIFE services but may be eligible for EL/SEI
Programming. Although English Learner (EL) or Sheltered English Instruction (SEI) is needed
by SLIFE, these programs do not necessarily provide the types of wrap around services needed
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to address trauma that many SLIFE has experienced. Additionally, there may need to be
additional educational support to address gaps in formal education opportunities and experiences.
It is the requirement that a student is functioning two or more years below expected grade
level in native language literacy and numeracy that could exclude students from appropriate
services. For example, in U.S. schools an eight-year-old child is typically placed in third grade.
Typically, third grade is the year that students learn multiplication. It would be quite possible for
a child of this age to have basic addition and subtraction skills and therefore not place two years
below at the first-grade level. The guidance document goes on to provide specific direction for
developing SLIFE placement with a school-based SLIFE placement team including sheltered
content instruction, English as a Second language (ESL) instruction, native language instruction
or support as possible, high intensity literacy training, as well as guidance and counseling
services (Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2019, p. 5).
During the fall 2016 semester, 8.7% of the students attending public schools in New York
state were identified as ELs (see https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_cgf.asp). New York
State used the acronym SIFE instead of SLIFE to refer to the group of students with interrupted
formal education. The New York State Education Department funded the development of a
Student with Inconsistent/Interrupted Formal Education (SIFE) Manual by Bridges to Academic
Success. On their website it states, “Bridges to Academic Success is a program that provides
educational services to newcomer students who enter U.S. schools with limited academic skills,
including low levels of literacy in their home languages” (see https://bridges-sifeproject.com/).
At present, the definition of SIFE by the New York State Education Department (NYSED) is:
Under CR Part 154, a Student with Inconsistent/Interrupted Formal Education
shall mean English Language Learners (ELLs) who have attended schools in the United
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States (the 50 States and the District of Columbia) for less than twelve months and who,
upon initial enrollment in such schools, are two or more years below grade level in
literacy in their home language and/or two or more years below grade level in Math due
to inconsistent or interrupted schooling prior to arrival in the United States (the 50 States
and the District of Columbia) [154-2.2(y)]. The definition above is inclusive of SIFE with
developing literacy, students who have literacy at or below third grade in their home
language. This means that they are not yet fluent readers in any language and do not
independently use text as a resource to build new knowledge. (NYSED, 2019, p. 1)
In New York, there is a SIFE curriculum for newcomer adolescents which includes a one-year
intervention focusing on developing literacy (NYSED, 2019, p. 6).
In Minnesota approximately 1 in every 12 ELs is also identified as a SLIFE. As of 2017,
the percentage of ELs in the state of Minnesota was at 8.3% (see
https://rc.education.state.mn.us/#demographics/orgId--999999000000__groupType--state__p-3). In 2014, the Learning English for Academic Proficiency and Success (LEAPS) Act officially
defined SLIFE as a subgroup of ELs:
The Minnesota EAPS Act, under 2017 Minnesota Statutes, section 124D.59, subdivision
2a, allows for an English learner to include “an English learner with an interrupted formal
education who;
1. Comes from a home where the language usually spoken is other than English, or
usually speaks a language other than English;
2. Enters school in the United States after grade 6;
3. Has at least two years less schooling than the English learner’s peers;
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4. Functions at least two years below expected grade level in reading and mathematics;
and,
5. May be preliterate in the English learner’s native language.” (Minnesota Department
of Education, 2017).
Figure 3 presents a graphic organization of Minnesota’s definition of SLIFE. Both Massachusetts
and New York have the same elements, but they also include a wider age range which reflects
more academic grade levels and additional options to define limited or interrupted learning. The
criteria for defining SLIFE in Minnesota are slightly more restricted in the other two states.
These three states have chosen to define SLIFE as it is not defined in ESSA (2015) or in previous
editions of ESEA (1965, 2001).
Figure 3
Components of Minnesota SLIFE Definition
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What sets Minnesota apart from New York and Massachusetts in defining SLIFE is that
the definition is codified in state policy rather than being stated in a department of education
rule. Although Florida has a larger percentage of ELLs overall than Minnesota, Minnesota state
education policy points toward a need to address the specific needs of SLIFE. Since Florida
continues to use the term ELL in state policy, it is the term used when discussing Florida state
language educational policy. Before delving into Florida specific policy, demographic
information about the numbers of ELLs nationally can also provide context to this policy
discussion.
Florida Education Language Policy
According to the FLDOE (2019), Florida is now ranked as having the third largest
population of ELLs in the United States with over 265,000 students who speak more than 300
hundred different languages even though Spanish is the most common. The Bureau of Student
Achievement through Language Acquisition (SALA) is responsible for ensuring students receive
comprehensible educational opportunities and is governed by the 1990 League of United Latin
American Citizens (LULAC) et al. v. the State Board of Education (SBE) Florida Consent
Decree and the subsequent 2003 Modification. Additionally, SALA manages Title III funds
which are over $43 billion for the 2019 to 2020 academic year. Finally, SALA is also responsible
for policy related to World Languages (see http://www.fldoe.org/academics/eng-languagelearners/).
The Florida Department of Education lists three ELL programs with six Instructional
Models or Approaches. LEAs are required to offer an English for Speakers of Other Language
(ESOL) Program and may offer Home Language or Bilingual Education Programs as well as
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Newcomer programs. The Instructional Models or Approaches across these three programs are
as follows (Florida Department of Education, 2005):
1. Sheltered—English,
2. Sheltered—Core/Basic Subject Areas,
3. Mainstream/Inclusion—English,
4. Mainstream/Inclusion—Core/Basic Subject Areas,
5. Maintenance and/or Developmental Bilingual Education, and
6. Dual Language (Two-way Developmental Bilingual Education).
Florida is one of only a handful of states with explicit requirements for teachers of
English Language Learners (ELLs) in public schools. Other states or school districts with
specific educational language policies have also developed those policies as a result of court
cases such as Lau v. Nichols (1973) in the San Francisco School District of California,
Castaneda v. Pickard (1981) in the Raymondville Independent School district of Texas, and
Plyler v. Doe (1982) which also occurred in the state of Texas. Florida’s ELL policy is largely
governed by a lawsuit commonly known as the 1990 Florida Consent Decree.
1990 Florida Consent Decree
This Florida policy came about as a result of the litigation known as the 1990 Florida
Consent Decree (Case No. 90-1913). The official court agreement is titled, League of United
Latin American Citizens (LULAC) et al. v. State Board of Education Consent Decree, United
States District Court for the Southern District of Florida, August 14, 1990. As stated on the
Florida Department of Education website, “The Consent Decree address the civil rights of ELL
students, foremost among those their right to equal access to all education programs. In
addressing these rights, the Consent Decree provides a structure that ensures the delivery of the
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comprehensible instruction to which ELLs are entitled” (see
http://www.fldoe.org/academics/eng-language-learners/consent-decree.stml).
This decree was originally put into place over 30 years ago and was modified in 2003.
There are six requirements for English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) in this
document:
1. Identification and Assessment
2. Equal Access to Appropriate Programming
3. Equal Access to Appropriate Categorical and Other Programs for LEP (Limited
English Proficient) Students
4. Personnel
5. Monitoring Issues
6. Outcome Measures
The Outcome Measures were to be developed at some future date. The developed outcome
measures are both general to the state and specific to the school districts throughout the
state. Some examples of outcome measures include graduation rates, English proficiency growth,
scores on state standardized assessments, grades, promotion, and coursework.
Consent Decree Modifications
In 2003, the Consent Decree was modified for the first time (Case No. 90-1913-CIVMoreno), codifying additional requirements for guidance counselors and administrators related
to ESOL training and credentials. Also, certified teachers could earn ESOL credentials through
the passing of an ESOL Florida Teacher Certification Exam (FTCE) and additional professional
development (PD) or coursework rather than only through PD or coursework. The modification
also included language about the assessment that those teachers would potentially take.
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As a result of the Consent Decree, the Florida Legislature has provided guidelines for
implementation of the six requirements by rule making, including requiring School Districts to
submit English Language Learner (ELL) Plans to the state every three years. Although the rule is
still titled an LEP Plan to reflect the term historically used by the Federal DOE, the guidance in
the rule refers to the plans as ELL Plans. Therefore, they will be referred to as such in this study
as well.
Florida Rules Include:
1. Requirements for Identification, Eligibility, and Programmatic Assessments of English
Language Learners (Rule 6A-6.0902)
2. (Word) Performance Standards, Skills, and Competencies for the Endorsement in English
for Speakers of Other Languages (Rule 6A-4.02451)
3. FAC, Assessment of Limited English Proficient Students (Rule 6A-1.09432)
4. FAC, Definitions Which Apply to Programs for English Language Learners (Rule 6A6.0901)
5. FAC, Requirements for Classification, Reclassification, and Post Reclassification of
English Language Learners (Rule 6A-6.0903)
6. FAC, Equal Access to Appropriate Programming for Limited English Proficient Students
(Rule 6A-6.0904)
7. FAC, Requirements for the District Limited English Proficient Plan (Rule 6A6.0905) (emphasis added)
8. FAC, Monitoring of Programs for Limited English Proficient Student (Rule 6A-6.0906)
9. FAC, In-service Requirements for Personnel of Limited English Proficient Students
(Rule 6A-6.0907)
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10. FAC, Equal Access for Limited English Proficient Students to Programs Other Than
ESOL (Rule 6A-6.0908)
11. FAC, Exemptions Provided to Limited English Proficient Students (Rule 6A-6.0909)
12. FAC, Accommodations of the Statewide Assessment Program Instruments and
Procedures for Limited English Proficient Students (Rule 6A-6.09091)
It is the seventh requirement in Florida Rule for the district Limited English Proficient (LEP)
Plan that will be a primary focus of this study. As stated above, these plans will be referred to as
ELL Plans. School districts in the state of Florida are required to submit an ELL Plan every three
years to the Florida Department of Education (FLDOE), outlining how the Florida Rules are to
be met regarding the instruction of ELLs.
The ELL Database and Program Handbook (2011-2012, FLDOE) provides additional
guidance to school districts and schools regarding serving the needs of language learners.
However, this guide has not been updated, and the weblinks in the online document are no longer
live to support further understanding of the document. The 1990 Consent Decree has several
requirements that appear to support the instruction of ELLs rather than prescribing restrictive
policies found in some other states (Jiménez-Castellanos & Garcia, 2017).
Florida’s Accountability Plan
To comply with ESSA each state must submit an accountability plan for federal approval.
On July 17, 2018, Florida was the only state that failed to be granted that approval from Betsy
DeVos at the U.S. Department of Education. Pam Stewart, Florida Education Commissioner,
sent it in late April, 2018, and stated that the ESSA guidelines did not align with Florida’s
educational goals. Most notably she has “resisted following some of the guidelines related to
testing in languages other than English and focusing on demographic subgroup performance
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levels” (Solochek, 2018). Furthermore, the April submission also failed to meet the requirement
of the McKinney-Vento Act which addresses education for homeless children and youth
(Solochek, 2018). With revisions to the submission, U.S. Secretary of Education Betsy DeVos
Approved Florida’s ESSA Plan on September 26, 2018, stating that, “Florida’s plan meets the
requirements of the law, so I am pleased to approve it.” DeVos went on to elaborate, “We don’t
evaluate football teams solely on who has the better game plan on paper. We evaluate them by
what happens on the field. We are eager to see how local leaders work to improve education ‘on
the field’ across the country” (U.S. Department of Education, 2018, para 2.). As DeVos has
pointed out, the written policy does not necessarily accurately describe the implementation of
educational programs in schools.
In addition to this plan, the Florida State Board of Education passed an “Amendment to
Rules relating to ELLs: 6A-6.0902, Requirements for Identification, Eligibility, and
Programmatic Assessment of English Language Learners; 6A-6.09021, Annual English
Language Proficiency Assessment for English Language Learners (ELLs); 6A-6.0905,
Requirements for the District English Language Learners Plan; and 6A-6.09091,
Accommodations of the Statewide Assessment Program Instruments and Procedures for English
Language Learners” on April 26, 2017. Programmatic Assessment of ELLs is related to the
educational programs that are provided by Local Education Agencies (LEAs) which are also
known as school districts.
District-Level Decision Making
Although school districts are charged with creating ELL Plans and meeting the needs of
all students, this is not necessarily a straightforward process. Just as there are a wide variety of
English Learners (ELs) in U.S. public schools, there is a wide range of educational programs to
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serve ELs. These programs range from dual language programs where the goal is
bilingualism/biliteracy/biculturalism for all students enrolled to restrictive English-only
immersion programs where students and teachers are forbidden to use a language other than
English (LOTE) in the classroom. Other models include programs where an ESOL Specialist or
Bilingual Paraprofessional works with the students either in their content area classes (push-in)
or in another area of the school (pull-out).
At the secondary level, there are also stand-alone courses for ELLs. Two such courses in
Florida are Developmental Language Arts through ESOL (DevLA) which is an elective high
school credit and English through ESOL where an English high school content credit can be
earned. However, in some Florida school districts, ELLs are not offered DevLA; rather, they
attend a remedial reading course alongside their monolingual English speaking peers who are
identified as struggling readers due to test scores on mandated Reading assessments. Some states
and districts offer Newcomer programs for secondary ELLs to support their initial learning of
English at these upper grades. These programs are governed by federal, state, and local policies.
Program Options for English Learners (ELs)
Sampson (2019) researched programs for ELLs in three states with a focus on how state
policy was interpreted at the district level. In the much- researched state of Arizona, she found
the state-level policy of a Sheltered English Instruction (SEI) program requiring four hours of
intensive English instruction in English only to be highly restrictive which posed barriers to both
ELLs acquisition of English and access to content area coursework. Conversely, although there
was increased funding to support ELL education with 80% of the $50 million dollars apportioned
by Senate Bill 504 going to Nevada’s Clark County School District (CCSD), the criteria for local
funding was that the school population was required to have more than 35% ELLs and have poor
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academic standing based on the Nevada star-rating system. This meant that schools that did not
meet those prescriptive requirements did not receive the much-needed monetary support for the
ELLs at their schools. Finally, the Salt Lake City School District (SLCSD) in Utah duallanguage immersion (DLI) programs were supported by S.B. 80, The Critical Languages
Program, which focused on languages considered related to national security such as Chinese,
Russian, and Korean. The passing of S.B. 41, International Education Initiative-Critical
Languages Program, expanded on S.B. 80 and included funding for the Dual Language Program
(DLP) pilot programs including one Navajo, two French, six Chinese, and six Spanish.
However, in its implementation these DLP programs were not targeted at expanding the
linguistic abilities of English speakers rather than providing English and LOTE language
instruction for ELs, particularly Spanish speaking ELs. Additionally, the programs appeared to
have narrowed their focus on language learning rather than bilingualism and biculturalism
(Sampson, 2019). This research again emphasized the notion that dual language programs are not
a simple solution to provide educational equity for ELs while supporting and valuing their
multilingualism.
Another researcher compared the Utah, state driven model, initially created for English
speakers to a Texas, district driven model, created for Spanish speaking ELs (Henderson, 2019).
Henderson made a “critical examination of educator discourses addressing student participation
in dual language bilingual education (DLBE) programs” (p. 156). She focused on teachers’
appraisals of students’ linguistic ability based on their language background which have very
real consequences for the types of educational opportunities afforded to students. Although she
noted that teachers in Utah had generally positive expressions surrounding student diversity in
general, there were critical comments related to appropriateness of placed in DLBE programs for
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students with learning differences and behavioral issues, whereas they were perceived as
excellent programs for students who were naturally linguistically gifted. There was also
discussion about some programs being targeted for the English-speaking children from affluent
families with an opt-in program feature for parents which effectively shut out parents who did
not know about the program (Henderson, 2019).
One of the dual language programs researched in Utah was French/English. While
monolingual English students were considered a good fit for the program, it was not considered
appropriate for Spanish speaking ELs (Henderson, 2019). Since neither group of students spoke
French, this brought about questions related to equity and access. Since French and Spanish are
both romance languages, Latin based, there are many cognates between them, and the language
structure is similar. Would this not be a benefit for Spanish speaking ELs? Conversely, the
teachers in Texas noted that their DLBE programs were initially created to support ELs, but over
time the DLBE program had evolved into an enrichment program for White, higher SES students
(Henderson, 2019). Although dual language programs may be created to facilitate bilingualism
and even biculturalism, it appeared that rather than providing opportunities to ELLs, educational
inequities and power structures were reinforced.
The challenges for dual language programs go beyond finding qualified teachers and
teachers who view all students from an assets-based perspective. Flores and Chapparo (2018)
conducted research in the School District of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, in 2014, when an
initiative was launched by the school board to increase the number of dual language programs.
That year two programs were approved—one was at an elementary charter school and the other
was at a K-8 school. The programs were marketed as developing global citizens and as providing
an enriching language learning experience. However, the target audience was the more affluent
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members of the community who were English speaking and predominantly white. Conversely,
the high school application for a dual language program with wrap around services in a
predominantly Latinx community was denied. The researchers concluded that, “minoritized
languages will always be devalued in school so long as speakers of these languages are devalued
members of society” (Flores & Chaparro, 2018, p. 381). Sampson (2019) warned that sometimes
dual language or bilingual programs privilege affluent, white, and market-based belief systems
about multilingualism.
Johnson and Johnson (2015) researched district level programs funded under the same
Washington state level language policy, yet Transitional Bilingual Educational Programs at
different elementary schools were impacted by the philosophical perspectives of the district
leadership. In one district, two dual language programs were offered in one school, and in
another district two dual language programs were offered at two different schools. While the
Superintendent of Elementary Education was skeptical about the research supporting bilingual
education and felt pressure to quickly show positive results on standardized testing, the Director
of Bilingual Education felt strongly that bilingualism and biculturalism are both important for
student development. The Superintendent also felt that bilingual programs do not prepare ELs for
tests in English and are not appropriate for students who have beginning Spanish language
proficiency. However, he felt that the Spanish/English dual language program was an enrichment
program for English speakers who want to learn Spanish. Ultimately, it was the parents of the
English monolingual students who advocated for the program to continue (Johnson & Johnson,
2015).
Dual language programs can be seen as leveraging the assets of ELs as experts in a LOTE
as well as cultural brokers for their English-speaking peers (Kotok & DeMatthews, 2018).
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However, this view is problematic as it is still seen through the primary focus of how these
programs benefit English speakers. Additionally, these programs are also seen as promoting an
inclusive school culture, yet they often are not available to all the students who are enrolled at
the school (Kotok & DeMatthews, 2018; Henderson, 2019). Kotok and DeMatthews (2018)
suggested that districts address the following considerations and recommendations before
implementing a dual language program:
1. Diversity must be expressed as a strategic goal in conjunction with a dual-language
model,
2. Districts must find and develop dual language teachers,
3. Districts need to navigate their own path to dual language, and
4. Districts must develop organizational systems and structures that provide continual
support for school leaders and teachers. (pp. 3-4)
Different areas in the state of Florida offer different programs for ELLs. For example, the
Miami-Dade School District was one of the first in the nation to provide dual language programs
for ELLs at the Coral Way Elementary in 1963 (see https://ufsasc.domains.uflib.ufl.edu/1963coral-way-bilingual-program-first-publicly-funded-dual-language-program-united-statesufsasc/). Alberto Carvalho has been Superintendent of the Miami-Dade School District since
2008 and has a strong commitment to use local funding to support one cohesive World Language
Program (Izquierdo, 2016). For the 2019-2020 academic year, Florida’s Orange County Public
Schools had twelve Two-Way Dual Language Schools with a student ratio of 50% Spanish ELLs
to 50% native English speakers in Kindergarten and First grade. These programs allowed ELLs
who exited from the ESOL Program to continue in the Dual Language Program. It should be
noted that one school only offered this program for Kindergarten, one through first grade, five
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through second grade, and two through fifth grade, along with two sixth through eighth grade
programs. Conceivably, an emergent bilingual student could participate in this program from
Kindergarten through eighth grade. However, there was not a program designed for high school
ELLs available (see https://www.ocps.net/cms/One.aspx?portalId=54703&pageId=892255).
As each school district can select from and develop a variety of program models,
including two-way dual language, transitional bilingual, mainstream/inclusion, and sheltered
instruction, how does district leadership determine which one(s) to offer? What are the options
for providing language development support for secondary ELLs?
Seal of Biliteracy
As of March 22, 2017, the Florida Department of Education approved the Requirements
for the Florida Seal of Biliteracy Program (Rule 6A-1.09951) (2018, March 22). It would appear
at first glance that this policy was supportive of the bilingualism of ELLs. However, the focus of
the seal is on English speaking students learning a foreign language as evidenced by high school
coursework and associated assessments. There are often costs associated with assessments to
document biliteracy, and there may not be assessments available for indigenous and low
incidence languages which leads to questions of equity and access. There is no federal policy on
foreign language requirement for students, and the vast majority of states do not have policy
either, nor is there a uniform standard for requirements to earn the seal. Yet, the Seal of
Biliteracy can be used to award college credit for a foreign language in several states and may be
viewed as proof of bilingualism for potential employers (Davin & Heineke, 2017).
Secondary ELLs
The majority of students identified as ELLs in the U.S. were born in the U.S. to homes
and families where a language other than English (LOTE) is spoken (Wright, 2010). When they
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begin school, these young learners are learning literacy skills and content knowledge along with
their English-speaking peers in Kindergarten. However, when ELLs come to U.S. schools as
older students and begin in either middle or high school grades, there are additional
considerations such as credits to earn to meet graduation requirements which may in turn cause
further complications.
As the majority of ELLs in U.S. public schools were born in the U.S., there is a great deal
of research literature focusing on elementary age ELLs (Contreras & Fujimoto, 2019). However,
Reyes and Domina (2019) chose to focus on how two California districts’ implementation of
language classification policies impacted middle school students. They focused on this age group
because programming at this level often has implications for the students’ high school and
college years (Reyes & Domina, 2019). The two California districts had different criteria for
exiting ELLs from ESOL programs, and both sets of criteria were higher than those set by the
state. The Manzanita Unified School District included teacher and parent input in reclassification
determinations, while the Granada Unified School District based decisions solely on test data
(Reyes & Domina, 2019, p. 1). However, the result was the same. Whether the school district
focused solely on test scores or whether they included input from parents and teachers, ELLs
who were identified as male, Hispanic and low SES were more likely to be retained in the ESOL
program than their female peers or peers from other ethnic or economic backgrounds (Reyes &
Domina, 2019). Although it may be seen as positive at first glance that students are continuing to
receive language support until they have met these stringent requirements, one must also
consider that as long as a student is taking an ESOL course, they are missing out on other
curricular opportunities. For high school students, these courses can limit their opportunity to
enroll in college preparatory course work (Contreras & Fujimoto, 2019).
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With the focus of state standards and Common Core State Standards being college and
career readiness, ELLs are often afforded curriculum that adequately prepares them for
admission or success in postsecondary schools. When ELLs do not have access to rigorous
content in their secondary schools, it increases the chances that those students will have to take
developmental, often non-credit bearing, courses if they enter a postsecondary institution
(Contreras & Fujimoto, 2019). In California, where nearly a quarter of their student population is
identified as ELL, Contreras and Fujimoto (2019) found that the focus for planning college
readiness was for newcomers was on bilingual programs and additional afterschool tutoring. The
majority of school districts also noted a focus on academic goals for Long Term ELLs.
However, there was much less focus on reclassified ELLs who had recently been dismissed from
ESOL programs or for migrant students and students with interrupted education. The researchers
also pointed out that a rigorous curriculum was often not attainable for even the highest
achieving ELLs (Contreras & Fujimoto, 2019),
Sometimes high school age ELLs are not even allowed access to traditional schools. In
order to avoid addressing the issue of what courses are most appropriate, high schools in El Paso,
Texas, New York City, Birmingham, Alabama, and Orlando, Florida, have counseled students
who are identified as low performing to get their GED or leave school altogether (Reyes &
Villarreal, 2016). In recent years, school districts in Utica, New York, Collier County, Florida,
and Lancaster, Pennsylvania, have been sued for denying secondary refugee students’
appropriate educational opportunities with Lancaster being the first case to go to court (Everson
& Hedges, 2019).
In 2015, the U.S. Department of Education (USDOE) issued a ‘Dear Colleague’ letter
focusing on the legal requirements under Title VI and the Equal Education Opportunities Act
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(EEOA) for ELLs (see https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-el201501.pdf). Even with this guidance, the district leaders in Lancaster assumed that as long as
they were taking steps to support student graduation, they were meeting federal requirements,
but the courts did not agree. In Issa v. School District of Lancaster, 2017, it was found that
sending six refugee, ranging from age 18 to 21, to a charter school focused on credit recovery
instead of enrolling them in a traditional high school which had an ELL program to support
students and their families did not meet the requirements set forth in federal policy (Everson &
Hedges, 2019). In Collier County, Florida, two hundred immigrants were not allowed to enroll in
the local high schools but were directed instead to adult education programs focusing on earning
a General Education Degree (GED) (see https://www.naplesnews.com/story/news/specialreports/2018/06/21/southern-poverty-law-center-civil-rights-immigrant-students-collier-schoolsadmission/699437002/). Although this story was reported in 2018, as of January 14, 2020, it had
yet to go to trial. Understandably, educational leaders have concerns about enrolling older
students in traditional high schools when they speak a LOTE and have had other than formalized
education experiences. However, as there are more potential students trying to enroll in U.S. high
schools, it appears that failure to plan for this possibility is not in the best interest of the students.
ELLs in traditional high school are often served in either a Developmental Language Arts
through ESOL (DevLA) course or a Remedial Reading course which can be taken for credit and
replace elective course work rather than counting as English courses on transcripts. Typically,
other course work is in the mainstream where they are to be provided ESOL Accommodations to
make the content comprehensible while supporting their English language proficiency
development. In Florida, the 1990 Consent Decree requires that schools with 15 or more ELLs of
the same language must have one person on the staff who is bilingual in English and the LOTE
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of the students (Section II.E.3.). This may be an ESOL paraprofessional or a designated ESOL
teacher. This does not mean that if there are thirty ELLs with the same language, there are two
support staff. Furthermore, ESOL professionals are often itinerant and provide services to more
than one school. Another factor to consider is that ELLs who have educational differences in
their backgrounds may need additional support in both the content areas and the English
language.
Students with Limited or Interrupted Formal Education (SLIFE)
Public school systems have been formally charged with educating ELLs since the
Bilingual Education Act (BEA) of 1968. Yet, a particular segment of this population, known as
SLIFE, has only recently been the focus of educational research. In addition to lack of English
language proficiency at a level to access education where English is the language of instruction,
SLIFE have gaps in their formal educational experiences. They may have stopped attending
schools or had intermittent attendance for a variety of factors including limited access due to
poverty, war, and societal opportunities. Furthermore, many students in this population have also
experienced trauma.
Teachers often act as both sociocultural and sociolinguistic advocates for their SLIFE, yet
ethical care is not enough to support the linguistic and academic success of these students in U.S.
schools (Hos, 2016). Often SLIFE need to learn “schoolness” in the Western sense of formal
education. DeCapua and Marshall (2015) suggested a form of Culturally Responsive Teaching
(CRT) which they described as “mutually adaptive,” in that while the students were learning the
ways of school, the teachers were adapting their instruction during this time of cultural
dissonance. Ruiz-de-Velasco and Fix (2000) found that immigrant teens with significant gaps in
their formal education who have yet to acquire English as an additional language, once referred
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to as under-schooled newcomers, were typically isolated from the mainstream school program.
These researchers found that linking immigrant education to school-wide reform was necessary
to meet the needs of this student population. They saw bilingual programs as a gateway to the
mainstream curriculum in secondary schools (Ruiz de Velasco & Fix, 2000).
Intersectionality
SLIFE, or multilingual learners with other than formalized learning experiences, have
intersectionality, yet the majority of the scholarship about ELLs focuses on linguistic factors
(Jiménez-Castellanos & Garcia, 2017). “Current research in the United States lacks attention to
federal, state, and program policies that are part of the sociopolitical and historical contexts
(segregation, immigration-related social policies are examples) affecting ELLs’ experiences in
educational settings” (p. 442). Furthermore, without a focus on the multiple facets of the lived
experiences of ELLs, the teaching and learning goals for them will not provide equitable access
to appropriate education. They cannot be solely focused on the English language proficiency of
the students without respect to the funds of knowledge (FoK) that ELLs bring to their
educational settings (Jiménez-Castellanos & Garcia, 2017). When people use the funds of
knowledge, the collection of knowledge and skills needed for the welfare of the family unit and
larger community, to define themselves, the funds of knowledge become funds of identity
(Esteban-Guitart & Moll, 2014).
Chapter Summary
Chapter 3 was focused thematically, moving from federal policies to state policies, to the
state of Florida’s policies, to policies for the specific student population known as Students with
Limited and Interrupted Formal Education (SLIFE). State education language policy is
constrained by federal policy requirements, but it is also determined by language court cases in
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the state, voter sentiments, and the lens of policy makers and local policy implementers. Are
state education language policies written broadly enough to support local policy implementation
based on local needs of SLIFE? Do stated educational language policies include requirements
and specificity to guide local policy to support specific subgroups of ELLs such as SLIFE, or are
ELLs treated as a homogeneous group? Without specific planning for SLIFE, addressing the
needs of this particular subgroup, ELLs are likely to be handled on a case-by-case basis
influenced by local resources and attitudes.
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CHAPTER 4:
METHODS

This study was guided by the question, what expectations are set within district policy
documents for programs or services provided to English language learners who have experienced
interrupted or limited formal education? This study used an applied policy research framework
informed by Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) and Critical Language and Race Theory
(LangCrit). The focus of the study was on the District ELL Plans for three school districts in the
state of Florida and the public facing websites through which the districts provide information
about their ELL programs and services, particularly for secondary SLIFE.
Research Paradigm
Alexander (2013) proposed that the purpose of education is assisting students in learning
to participate in a democratic society. This study was partially situated in pragmatism – seeking
the ‘what’ and ‘how’ of policies and practices that affect the educational experiences of SLIFE,
in order to understand the problem (Creswell, 2013) of meeting their unique learning needs. The
pragmatist seeks to discover implications and applications for practice (Alexander, 2013).
This study was also situated in interpretivism. The interpretivist relies on perspectives
and viewpoints expressed in relation to a situation or problem being studied (Creswell, 2013).
The interpretivist also recognizes the impact of their own background, experiences, and
worldviews on the research conducted (Creswell, 2013).
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Policy Problem
Across the nation, approximately 10% of students in K-12 public schools are English
Language Learners (ELLs) (see
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d19/tables/dt19_204.20.asp). There are a variety of options
for programs and services for ELLs; the degree to which these programs and services are
implemented across the states, in a state, across school districts, and in a school district is a
problem. For a particular population of ELLs, secondary students with limited or interrupted
formal education (SLIFE), provision of programs and services to meet their needs tends to be
determined on an ad hoc basis rather than as an integral component of a school district’s ELL
Plan.
Complementary Conceptual Frameworks
Applied Policy Research (APR) and Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) are
complimentary lenses through which to analyze educational policy focused on the education of
secondary SLIFE. Whereas Applied Policy Research (APR) is focused on data management and
providing insights into policy for a variety of audiences, Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA)
positions policy and text with a critical eye toward the implications of the policy.
Applied Policy Research
Four key tenets of traditional approaches to policy analysis are identified by Diem and
Young (2015):
1. The view that change or reform is a deliberate process that can be planned and
managed.
2. The view that behavior is goal driven.
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3. The belief that policy researchers can determine policy solutions including
implementation as well as articulating this information to stakeholders.
4. The belief that policy researchers can identify and solve problems through the
analysis of policies and alternatives to them. Put another way, the belief that the
policy researcher has the correct or best answer.
This traditional approach assumes neutrality of the researcher. I make no such claim. Although it
is important to have objectivity when looking for themes to emerge in data rather than having a
preconceived idea as to what the data will illustrate, it is also necessary to acknowledge that
researchers have perspectives based on their lived experiences and alliances.
Applied policy research includes “requirements to meet specific information needs and
[has] potential for actionable outcomes” (Ritchie & Spencer, 2002, p. 173). Applied policy
research has four objectives:
•

Contextual: identifying the form and nature of what exists

•

Diagnostic: examining the reasons for, or causes of, what exists

•

Evaluative: appraising the effectiveness of what exists

•

Strategic; identifying new theories, policies, plans, or actions
Framework Analysis. Applied policy research does not require a specific way of

collecting data nor a specific methodology (Srivastava & Thomson, 2009). Data sources in
applied policy research can be qualitative, and a common data source is documents. Framework
analysis and content analysis are often used in data analysis, and frequency counts can be used to
show major and minor themes and associations.
According to Srivastava and Thomson, (2009), framework analysis “is better adapted to
research that has specific questions, a limited time frame, a pre-designed sample…and a priori
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issues…that need to be dealt with” (p. 73). Framework analysis allows for both data collection
before analysis as well as data analysis during data collection. The analytical process includes
five steps (Ritchie & Spencer, 1994, as cited in Srivastava & Tomson, 2009; Ritchie & Spencer,
2002):
1. Familiarization;
2. Identifying a thematic framework;
3. Indexing;
4. Charting; and
5. Mapping and interpretation.
In relation to this study, I familiarized myself with the policy documents collected, reading
carefully and repeatedly to get a sense of the big picture of what the documents presented. Then I
identified a thematic framework from issues that emerged in the text. Next, I indexed or
identified document text that illustrated the emerging themes and organized themes into tables
(charts) as a more salient way to present the data. Finally, I engaged in mapping and
interpretation to describe the context, experiences, and opportunities for secondary SLIFE as
represented in the policy documents and website information.
Influence of Practice on Policy. Policies require resources to implement them including
personnel, materials, and organizational structures. As such, capacity must be built for
implementation. It is the interaction of policy on practice and practice on policy that determines
the results (Cohen, 2011). Lipsky (2010) coined the term “street-level bureaucrat” in 1971 to
describe the tensions and perspectives of police officers, welfare workers, and teachers working
in a system that was both under-resourced and prone to systemic bias. Yet, this term could also
be applied to ESOL leadership at the school district as well as administrators at the school. Even
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teachers and paraprofessionals that work with ELLs make decisions about how policies will be
carried out as ad-hoc policy adaptations are made in real time and impact the lived experiences
of real students.
Figure 4 presents a representation of ELL Plan development/implementation to provide
educational programming/services for secondary SLIFE.
Figure 4
Map of ELL Plan Development/Implementation for SLIFE

Critical Discourse Analysis
Language is used to communicate, but discourse is the social practice of language used
creatively (Mullet, 2018). “Discourse is the creation and/or perpetuation of a narrative that
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justifies the need for something” (Agyepong, 2019, p. 179). Discourse happens within power
structures—who has the authority to define knowledge and share it. Additionally, discourse is
more than the making of language; it is the meaning and representation of language (Agyepong,
2019). One way to probe the meaning of discourse is through Critical Discourse Analysis.
“Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) is known for its ability to connect micro- and macroprocesses through description, interpretation, and explanation” (Rogers et al., 2016). In 1989,
Norman Fairclough authored Language and Power, and it is this text which is widely accepted as
the beginning of CDA (Blommaert & Bulcaen, 2000; Ke & Guo, 2016). In his subsequent book,
Discourse and Social Change (1992), Fairclough presented the Three-Dimensional Approach of
Discourse, which are text, interaction, and context. This approach was further refined to be
discourse-as-text, discourse-as-discursive-practice, and discourse-as-social-practice. He also
described the three stages of CDA as the descriptive stage, the interpretation stage, and the
explanation stage (Blommaert & Bulcaen, 2000; Ke & Guo, 2016).
It is from this third dimension that Fairclough constructs his approach to change:
Hegemonies change, and this can be witnessed in discursive change, when the latter is
viewed from the angle of intertextuality. The way in which discourse is being
represented, respoken, or rewritten sheds light on the emergence of new orders of
discourse, struggles over normativity, attempts at control, and resistance against regimes
of power. (Blommaert & Bulcaen, 2000, p. 449)
Ruth Wodak added to the discussion of CDA by focusing on the importance of the
historical context of discourse and that power and ideology are embedded in discourse
(Blommaert & Bulcaen, 2000; Ke & Guo, 2016). A third CDA scholar, Teun A. van Dijk viewed
discourse as a communicative event where the relationship between discourse and context is an
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essential part of meaning making and analysis. Like Wodak, Dijk attended to issues of hegemony
related to social injustices (Ke & Guo, 2016).
Blommaert and Bulcaen (2000) noted, “CDA states that discourse is socially constitutive
as well as socially conditioned. Furthermore, discourse is an opaque power object in modern
societies and CDA aims to make it more visible and transparent” (p. 448). Researchers who
employ CDA in their work are called not only to analyze discourse but also to act in such a way
that positively affects society.
Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) is often the methodological approach and underlying
theory through which educational research is conducted with its grounding in both social theory
and linguistic analysis (Rogers et al., 2016). CDA is used for work surrounding the intersection
of language and social structure including political discourse, ideology, racism, and education
(Blommaert & Bulcaen, 2000). CDA can be focused more on the macro-level of political science
or the micro-level of linguistics. Yet, “there is a shared commitment to social theory, inequity,
ideology, and the distribution of power” (Lenhoff, 2016). Additionally, the principles of systemic
functional linguistics (SFL) can also be employed to analyze the language and the text (JimenezSilva, Bernstein, & Baca, 2016). According to Jiménez-Silva and colleagues (2016), there are
four key ideas in CDA:
1. Social conditions are realized in texts, but texts also serve to (re)produce social
conditions,
2. Intertextuality—texts relate not only to context, but to other texts,
3. Within a given cultural, historical, and social context, there are particular ways of
understanding the world that make possible particular ways of speaking and
writing—discourses, and
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4. CDA has both political and emancipatory aims. (p. 7)
Applying CDA to Policy Research. Jiménez-Silva and colleagues (2016) used CDA and
SFL to examine district policy response to Arizona’s language education policy. They researched
three school district websites looking at programs for ELs including Sheltered English
Instruction (SEI) and programmatic alternatives. The researchers primarily focused on the textual
feature of modality and secondarily on evaluative language assumptions (Jiménez-Silva et al.,
2016). They discovered that each school district was offering SEI and bilingual programs with
approved parental waiver not in support of bilingualism for ELs but rather as language
enrichment for English speaking students of more affluent parents (Jiménez-Silva et al., 2016).
McMillan and McConnell (2015) utilized CDA to research early-years policy in Northern
Ireland. They focused on the linguistic structure of a text to delve into the connections between
language choice and meaning, and they also focused on historical and social connections of the
text (McMillan & McConnell, 2015).
Both aspects of CDA were employed in this applied policy research study, first as related
to the ways that ELLs were described in documents, and second by situating the documents in
the ever-changing policy landscape. Foundational to document analysis was recognition that for
one static policy document, there could be multiple interpretations based on the multiple
perspectives or intersectionality of the reader (McMillan & McConnell, 2015).
Diem and Young (2015) observed, “Critical policy researchers are focusing on both the
controversial and the overlooked in an effort to raise questions, provide a broader perspective
and interrupt traditional thinking within the educational leadership and policy fields” (p. 846).
McMillan and McConnell (2015) pointed out that one of the policy documents they examined
was influenced by both economic and political considerations. “A critical policy analysis
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approach highlights how policies can fail to provide adequate provision for students with diverse
learning needs, and how the broader conditions within which such policies are developed play
through and influence how they are discursively constructed” (Hardy & Woodcock, 2015, p.
162).
Mullet (2018) created a general analytical framework for CDA comprised of seven steps:
1. Select the discourse,
2. Locate and prepare data sources,
3. Explore the background of each text,
4. Code texts and identify overarching themes,
5. Analyze the external relations in the texts (interdiscursivity),
6. Analyze the internal relations in the texts, and
7. Interpret the data. (p. 122)
For this study I drew on specific policy texts to better understand the nature of programs and
services for secondary SLIFE, aimed at supporting their English language learning. I located
policy documents, district ELL plans, and website text that represented these programs and
services. I explored “links to the broader socio-political context” in which these policies and
documents were developed and implemented (Hardy & Woodcock, 2015, p. 144). I also
examined demographic shifts in student populations as a part of the context in which the plans
were created. Themes were identified and coded and then explored in relation to how the
document texts and educational practices interacted. I also examined the language choices found
in the text for indications of underlying intent or potential bias. In interpreting the data, I
recognized and acknowledged my own perspectives and assumptions to provide transparency.
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Setting
Three school districts were identified for examination of district policies, ELL plans and
websites – Hillsborough, Polk, and Lee County Public Schools. First, data were accessed from
the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), enabling identification of the number and
percentage of ELL students in the nation and five states with the highest ELL population (see
Table 4).
Table 4
Number and Percentage of English Language Learners in Five States

US
California
Texas
Florida
New York
Illinois

ELL Population Fall 2017
4,952,708
1,197,296
926,325
280,540
243,737
217,790

Percentage of ELLs Fall 2017
10.1
19.2
18.0
10.1
9.2
11.3

Source: NCES Table 204.20 at https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d18/tables/dt18_204.20.asp
The most recent data (fall 2017) indicated that Florida was the third highest state in terms
of ELL population (926,325). Data also indicated that the percentage of ELL students in Florida
was 10.1% which was equal to the percentage of ELL students in the U.S. My goal was to
identify school districts in Florida with a percentage of ELL students around 10.1%.
Sugarman and Geary (2018) identified twelve Florida school districts in 2017-2018 with
more than 5,000 ELLs in grades PreK-12. Table 5 presents the number of ELLs and percentage
of ELLs in each of these 12 districts. Three districts had a percentage of ELLs that were close to
the 10.1% for Florida and the US: Hillsborough County Public Schools (11.7%); Polk County
School District (10.3%), and Lee County Public Schools (10.5%). The three counties were
subsequently selected as the focus of data collection and analysis for this study.
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Table 5
Top Twelve Florida School Districts for ELL Population
School District

Number of ELLs

Percentage of ELLs

72,051
33,609
30,719
25,462
24,946
12,995
10,768
9,797

20.3
12.4
15.0
11.7
12.9
19.7
10.3
10.5

Miami-Dade
Broward
Orange
Hillsborough
Palm Beach
Osceola
Polk
Lee

Collier
7,325
Pinellas
6,633
Manatee
6,317
Duvall
6,234
Source: Data extracted from Sugarman & Geary (2018, p. 4)

15.6
6.5
12.9
4.8

ESOL Program Models in Florida
By law and policy school districts are required to take steps to help ELL students
overcome language barriers and to ensure that they can participate meaningfully in the districts'
educational programs (see https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/ell/legal.html). Nothing in
federal law requires one form of instruction over another. Rather, districts are free to select
appropriate programs within the following parameters:
Under federal law, programs to educate children with limited proficiency in English must
be: (1) based on a sound educational theory; (2) adequately supported so that the program
has a realistic chance of success; and (3) periodically evaluated and revised, if necessary.
(see https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/ell/legal.html)
The Instructional Models or Approaches across ESOL programs in Florida range from
English as the medium of instruction to bilingual education in the following formats (Florida
Department of Education, 2005):
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1. Sheltered—English,
2. Sheltered—Core/Basic Subject Areas,
3. Mainstream/Inclusion—English,
4. Mainstream/Inclusion—Core/Basic Subject Areas,
5. Maintenance Bilingual Education,
6. Developmental Bilingual Education, and
7. Dual Language (Two-way Developmental Bilingual Education).
Another way to frame these programs is across a continuum or spectrum from English as the
means of instruction to support English learning to using a Language Other Than English
(LOTE) to support the acquisition of English to bilingualism as the authentic goal.
Figure 5
Continuum of Florida ESOL Programs

Sheltered

• English
• Core/Basic
Subjects

Mainstream/
Inclusion

• English
• Core/Basic
Subjects

Bilingual
Education

• Maintenance
• Developmental

Dual
Language

Two-way
Developmental
Bilingual
Education

Data Collection
There were three phases of data collection. Data sources were policy documents, District
ELL Plans, and website information and/or retrievable documents from website links.
Phase One
During the first phase of the data collection, the focus was on state policy documents
which govern the education of ELLs in Florida’s PreK-12 public schools, the 1990 Florida
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Consent Decree, as well as any amendments to this document. Supporting documents at the state
level discovered during this phase of data collection were also accessed.
Phase Two
In the second phase of data collection, the focus turned to District ELL Plans from the
three Florida school districts selected as the focus of the study. Additional documents that may
have been part of the ELL Plans (e.g., a letter from the FLDOE) were also included.
Phase Three
The final phase of data collection related to the ESOL programs offered within the three
districts and at specific schools. Information posted on public facing websites for the school
districts and/or individual schools where the programs are offered were collected.
Figure 6
Phases of Data Collection

Phase
One

Phase
Two

Phase
Three

• 1990 Florida Consent Decree
• Additional supporting state policy documents

• District ELL Plans from 3 Florida school districts
• Bureau of Student Achievement through Language Acquisision (SALA)
Letters

• Public facing websites for school districts and representative schools
• Associated documents about school ESOL programs available through
these websites
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Data Analysis
Complimentary approaches to coding were used when examining the data collected from
documents at the state, district, and school level:
•

Evaluation coding. Appropriate for policy research, “evaluation coding can emerge
from the evaluative perspective of the researcher…” (Saldaña, 2013, p. 119).
According to Saldaña (2013), other coding methods such as Magnitude Coding and
Descriptive Coding can be used to supplement Evaluation Coding. In the context of
this analysis, evaluation codes came from my reading and analysis of documents.

•

Descriptive coding. When considering the basic topic of this policy analysis research,
descriptive coding provided a way to describe programming for secondary SLIFE by
focusing on the broad research question concerning the planning for this particular
student population (Saldaña, 2013). For example, were SLIFE mentioned in any of
the policy documents, or are the documents more generally speaking only about the
broad group of students known as ELLs? If SLIFE were included in the written
policies, is information included for different grade level clusters? Was there any
discussion about how SLIFE were defined? What demographic data were collected?
Finally, what outcome measures were required?

•

Magnitude coding. Frequency counts are one form of coding that were utilized
(Saldaña, 2013). How often certain terms were used in policy documents may
indicate their importance to the policy makers and the support for their
implementation.

•

Theoretical coding. In the second phase of coding, theoretical coding was employed.
In theoretical coding, the relationship to the central category of all related or auxiliary
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categories is made salient (Saldaña, 2013). For example, languages spoken by
students other than English (LOTE) might also relate to place of origin of the student,
language dialect of the student, previous educational experiences of the student, as
well as the race and ethnicity of the student.
Figure 7
Phases of Data Analysis
Data Analysis: Phase 1

Evaluative
Coding

Descriptive
Coding

Magnitude
Coding

Phase 2:
Theoretical Coding
Critical Analysis of State Policies for ELLs. The 1990 Florida Consent Decree governs
programs for ELLs in the state of Florida. This document was modified in 2003 (see
http://www.fldoe.org/academics/eng-language-learners/). Additionally, an amendment of rules
related to ELLs was approved in April of 2017 to meet new requirements set forth in ESSA,
2015. The FLDOE had also put out several editions of the English Language Learners (ELLs)
Database and Program Handbook, with the most current edition being for the 2011-2012
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academic year (see http://www.fldoe.org/core/fileparse.php/7587/urlt/0064461-edph1112.pdf).
These documents were analyzed through a critical lens to determine what programs and supports
were available for ELLs and secondary SLIFE.
Critical Analysis of Sample School District ELL Plans. In the state of Florida, school
districts are required to submit an ELL Plan every three years. These plans are public record and
available through public record request from the Florida Department of Education (FLDOE),
Bureau of Student Achievement through Language Acquisition (SALA). Although state
guidance is the same for all school districts, there could be subtle differences between the plans.
Were these differences sensitive to the demographics of the ELLs in that district? Or, were they
simply documents proving compliance with state regulations? By looking at both current ELL
Plans and those from the previous three cycles across three Florida school districts and
comparing changes in the plans over time, as well as differences between the districts in relation
to changing ELL demographics, one might infer the responsiveness of the plans to those
changing populations.
Another consideration when analyzing the district ELL Plans was what is not included.
For example, what types of demographic information were, and were not, collected to assist in
the correct identification of appropriate services for heterogeneous populations of ELLs
including secondary SLIFE? Sampson (2019) argued “that state-level policies and related
politics can compromise school districts’ ability to provide ELLs with adequate educational
opportunities” (p.159). One could argue the converse; it is possible for state-level policies to
promote equitable educational opportunities for ELLs.
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Critical Analysis of Sample School ELL Programs. Public schools are often criticized
and deal with limited funding and resources, yet it is not well understood how district
policymakers respond to factors that constrain policy making as well as demographic changes in
student populations (Turner, 2015). Although Turner (2015) found that district policymakers
often focused on educational outcomes for students, including English learners, there was often a
lack of understanding related to the culture and languages of the students. She also noted that
two-way bilingual immersion programs were often marketed to benefit monolingual English
speakers which begs the question as to who would benefit from such programs (Turner, 2015).
Although dual-language programs have the goal of bilingualism, were programs offered for
ELLs or monolingual English speakers?
Description of outcome measures for ELLs. In the ELL Plans, Outcome Measures for
ELLs are listed as prescribed by the FLDOE rules. These data points are broken down into
subgroups could provide some information about the academic success of ELLs based on
graduation, promotion, and test performance growth. However, the data may not be specific
enough to provide granular information about the learning gains of SLIFE.
Validation Strategies
Trustworthiness and credibility are important in qualitative research. A combination of
provisions can be used to promote confidence in the accuracy of data presented (Shenton, 2004).
For this study, the following provisions were employed:
•

Frequent debriefing sessions,

•

Peer scrutiny of the research project,

•

The researcher’s “reflective commentary,”

•

Background, qualifications and experience of the investigator, and
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•

Examination of previous research findings. (pp. 67-69)
Frequent debriefing sessions were held with my major professor and other members of

the dissertation committee as needed. Their insights and perspectives helped to inform
interpretation and representation.
Peer scrutiny or review occurred throughout the research process. A professional
colleague of mine who also works in the field of creating and delivering trainings to in-service
educators who work with ELLs as part of their teacher practice reviewed the research through
multiple phases of the writing process. She has a doctorate in Educational Leadership and Policy
Studies as well as a master’s in Curriculum and Instruction with an ESOL focus. With our shared
professional and educational backgrounds, her critical feedback helped to support the
trustworthiness of the study.
Throughout the process of document analysis, I recorded my thoughts in a research
journal in an attempt to capture decisions I made and how my perceptions and perspectives
filtered the data I analyzed. I also included personal and professional information relevant to the
study. By recording methodological decisions during the research process and by recording my
preconceptions and assumptions, the research journal was a tool for engaging in reflexivity
(Amankwaa, 2016).
The idea of neutrality is rejected by CDA as it would position the researcher in a position
of power; rather, the trustworthiness of CDA requires the honest portrayal of the researcher’s
standpoint (Mullet, 2018). I followed Mullet’s guidance, “CDA researchers could avoid
departures from the critical paradigm by formulating positionality statements, keeping memos
throughout the inquiry, and offering their work to other critical researchers for feedback” (p.
137).
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By relating the findings to previous research findings from the literature about similar
policy issues related to multilingual learners, this research is positioned within the body of
literature concerning this particular group of students.
Frequency counts were considered as a possible proxy measure of the importance of
specific terms, programs, and requirements contained in the policy documents. Because content
of district ELL plans is driven by the template that the state provides, frequency counts did not
provide robust information.
Reflexivity
Reflexivity has implications for reviewing and interpreting literature. The lens of the
author impacts the selection of resources, the assumptions that are made, and the conclusions that
are reached as the result of synthesizing text (Lightman, 2013; Warburton 2016). In a study that
examines educational language policy through a critical lens, one cannot ignore the milieu in
which the research was conducted and compiled (Rogers et al., 2016).
I have experienced the rise of standards and accountability movement in education as a
career educator with advanced formal education in several fields of education. As an adult who
has attended both private and public PreK-12 schools, as well as public and for-profit institutions
of higher learning, I have experienced education in a variety of settings. As a parent of three
children who have attended or are attending public K-12 schools, Title I schools, a state college,
and a state university, I have observed the development of my children in state supported public
education. As a public-school teacher at both the elementary and high school levels in Title I
public K-12 schools, I have had the responsibility of teaching children and implementing
educational policy in my work context. As an assistant college professor and program
coordinator at a state college and an ESOL Chair at a private Christian college in the College of
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Education (COE), I have worked to prepare teacher candidates to work effectively with diverse
student populations including ELLs. Currently as a Professional Learning Specialist at a major
Midwestern state research university, I facilitate workshops for in-service teachers to support
their understanding of effectively working with ELLs as well as giving trainings to support the
implementation of English language proficiency assessments that are mandated by federal
education policy (NCLB, 2001; ESSA, 2015). Although the primary focus of my work as an
educator is to provide equitable educational opportunities for diverse student populations, I am
an outsider to those populations. I have the unearned privilege of being a white native English
speaker in a society where it is valued. As such, I am positioned as both an educational insider
and a language-learning outsider who aspires to be an ally and support for the voices of those
who are marginalized in schools with a particular interest in those who identify as ELLs.
I choose to push back against the notion that schools are created to reproduce society and
reinforce the status quo where White monolingual English-speaking students are given access to
educational opportunities while ELLs are stripped of their first language and culture in a
misguided belief that to be a patriotic American one must only speak English and become part of
a supposed monolithic American culture. For those who are unwilling or unable to melt into this
vision for America, they are often relegated to second class citizen status. It is my belief that the
cause of civil rights is often advanced when the privileged join with the marginalized to support
their voices as was the case in the Civil Rights movement of the 1960s in the U.S. and continues
to be the case today in a society that I view as continuing to have a social divide in areas of
diversity including language minority rights. Today one is hard pressed to find a “Whites Only”
sign, but it is still all too common to encounter one that reads “Speak English” as if the command
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to do so is all that is necessary for those who come to a country of immigrants to know the
dominant, if not official, language of the land.
Limitations
This applied policy research is not intended to be generalized. Florida is but one state,
and the study focuses on three districts. Rather, the unique contexts of each district (e.g., student
population, community, educational resources including capacity of personnel, broader political
and societal context), provide insight into some promising practices to support SLIFE in the
districts. And, at the very least, the study calls to the reader’s attention some practices that are
not highly effective and therefore might not be the best course of action in school settings that
strive to meet the needs of secondary SLIFE.
Chapter Summary
In summary, Chapter 4 provided an overview of the complementary theoretical
frameworks of applied policy research and critical discourse analysis used to analyze the data
collected and examined for this study. The chapter identified the setting and selection of focus
districts. The chapter also identified the primary documents to be examined for the study and
data analysis approaches. The chapter presented trustworthiness measures, my biases as a career
educator, and limitations of the study.
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CHAPTER 5:
RESEARCH FINDINGS

The research question that guided this study was, what expectations are set within district
policy documents for programs or services provided to English language learners who have
experienced interrupted or limited formal education? Findings are reported in relation to the
three phases of data collection and analysis. Phase 1: State Policy reports on the review and
analysis of state policy documents such as the 1990 Florida Consent Decree and the associated
and supporting Board Rules that were created and updated to address the requirements of this
legal document. Phase two focuses on three Florida District ELL Plans and the associated
approval letters from the Bureau of Student Achievement through Language Acquisition (SALA)
as available. Phase three is the final phase and includes searching the same three Florida school
district public facing websites and associated documents for information about available school
ESOL programs. Following the same order of inquiry, the first documents to be described are
those focusing on state policy related to the teaching of ELLs.
Phase 1: State Policy
State and district policy documents regulate the educational programming for English
Language Learners (ELLs) with each level of government adhering to the policy in the level
above it. The current authorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (1965) is
known as the Every Student Succeeds Act (2015). The Florida Department of Education
(FLDOE) Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) State Plan was submitted to the U.S. Department
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of Education (USDOE) on September 24, 2018. In addition to federal policy, the state of Florida
must also adhere to the requirements set forth by the 1990 Florida Consent Decree. The decree
was the result of League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) et al. v. State Board of
Education Consent Decree, United States District Court for the Southern District of Florida,
August 14, 1990. Each Florida school district must submit to the state a District ELL Plan every
three years. The plan must follow the template and guidance set forth by the Florida Department
of Education (FLDOE). After plan approval, each district implements ESOL programs for their
ELLs in accordance with the District ELL Plan.
Additional policy was codified in state board rules to address the requirements of this
decree. The following rules were created to address the requirements set forth in the 1990 Florida
Consent Decree or are related to those requirements (http://www.fldoe.org/academics/englanguage-learners/rules-legislation.stml).
•

Rule 6A-1.09951, FAC, Requirements for the Florida Seal of Biliteracy Program

•

Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC, Requirements for Identification, Eligibility, and Programmatic
Assessments of English Language Learners

•

Rule 6A-4.02451 (Word), FAC, Performance Standards, Skills, and Competencies for the
Endorsement in English for Speakers of Other Languages

•

Rule 6A-1.09432, FAC, Assessment of Limited English Proficient Students

•

Rule 6A-6.0901, FAC, Definitions Which Apply to Programs for English Language
Learners

•

Rule 6A-6.0903, FAC, Requirements for Exiting English Language Learners from the
English for Speakers of Other Languages Program
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•

Rule 6A-6.0904, FAC, Equal Access to appropriate Instruction for English Language
Learners

•

Rule 6A-6.0905, FAC, Requirements for the District English Language Learners Plan

•

Rule 6A-6.0906, FAC, Monitoring of Programs for English Language Learners

•

Rule 6A-6.0907, FAC, Inservice Requirements for Personnel of Limited English
Proficient Students

•

Rule 6A-6.0908, FAC, Equal Access for English Language Learners to Programs Other
than English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL)

•

Rule 6A-6.0909, FAC, Exemptions Provided to English Language Learners

•

Rule 6A-6.09091, FAC, Accommodations of the Statewide Assessment Program
Instruments and Procedures for English Language Learners

•

6A-6.09022, FAC, Extension of Services in English for Speakers of Other Languages
(ESOL) Program
Many of the rules have been updated since the 1990 Consent Decree was issued (see

State Board of Education Rules Related to English Language Learners: History of Rule at
http://www.fldoe.org/academics/eng-language-learners/rules-legislation.stml;
http://www.fldoe.org/core/fileparse.php/9931/urlt/0109030-ell.pdf). Table 6 provides an
overview of the updates made to state rules related to English Language Learners.
The rules can be categorized into four large categories: assessment rules, educational
opportunities for ELLs, requirements for ELL plans, and professional development for educators.
There are two exceptions: one exception defines terms related to programs for ELLs, and one
exception lists exemptions provided to ELLs. The sections that follow will describe these rules
further.
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Table 6
Update History to Board Rules Supporting 1990 Florida Consent Decree
Rule Number

Original
Date

First
Update

Second
Update

Third
Update

6A-1.09951:
Biliteracy Seal
6A-6.0902: ID &
Assessment
6A-1.02451:
Endorsement
6A-1.09432:
Assessment

3/22/2017

6A-6.0901:
Definitions
6A-6.0903:
Exit
6A-6.0904:
Appropriate
Instruction
6A-6.0905:
ELL Plan
6A-6.0906:
Monitoring
6A-6.0907:
Inservice
6A-6.0908:
Other Programs
6A-6.0909:
Exemptions
6A-6.09091:
Test Accommodation
6A-6.09022
Extension

Fourth
Update

10/30/1990

5/19/2008

10/26/2011

5/30/2017

4/21/2009

5/23/2010

Not posted

10/30/1990

4/29/2002
(update
only listed)
5/7/2009

10/22/2013

10/30/1990

5/19/2008

10/26/2011

5/19/2015

6/23/2016

10/30/1990

5/7/2009

10/30/1990

5/28/2009

8/23/2012

12/23/2014

6/23/2016

10/30/1990

5/5/2009

12/22/2019

10/17/2000

Fifth
Update

5/30/2017

10/30/1990
10/30/1990

5/5/2009

10/30/1990

5/5/2009

12/23/2014

5/5/2009

10/26/2015

5/30/2017

11/22/2011

10/22/2013

11/18/2014

Terms for ELL Programs
Rule 6A-6.0901, Definitions Which Apply to Programs for English Language Learners
provides the following definitions:
1. English Language Learner is a synonym for Limited English Proficient Student.
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2. ELL is the acronym for English Language Learner.
3. ESOL is the acronym for English for Speakers of Other Languages.
4. Home or native language related to ELLs refers to the language that is typically used
by the student or their parents.
5. The ELL Committee is a group of appropriate professional educators and the parents
are invited to be part of the group when making decisions for their child.
6. The ELL Student Plan is a document that can be electronic or paper-based which
includes demographic information about the ELL as well as information about the
programs for the student including both ESOL and other programs.
7. Basic ESOL refers to the instruction of English to ELL through the language of
English.
8. Basic subject areas are reading, computer literacy, math, science, and social studies.
9. Other subject areas are those not included in basic ESOL or basic subject areas such
as the fine arts, physical education, as well as vocational courses.
10. Student support services are those provided by additional educational personnel
including administrators, social workers, and so on as well as parents. (FLDOE, 2013,
6A-6.0901)
As a synonym for Limited English Proficient Student, English Language Learner retains a deficit
perspective despite the choice of words. Parents are the first teachers of our students and
continue to be their teachers, yet parents are simply invited to be part of ELL Committees that
make decisions for their children. In addition, parents are identified as part of student support
services. If policy text is a guide, text here would suggest that parents are not valued partners in
their children’s language learning.
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Assessment Rules
The first requirement of the 1990 Florida Consent Decree addressed the need to identify
potential ELLs. This possible identification triggers an English language proficiency (ELP)
assessment. If the student is identified as an ELL, then programmatic and placement decisions
have to be made for that student at the school level. Annual ELP assessments are one of the
outcome measures developed, and these assessments meet the federal policy requirement in
NCLB (2001) and now in ESSA (2015). The annual ELP Assessments for ELLs provide a data
point to determine what ESOL services and accommodations are appropriate for an ELL and
whether that student should continue receiving ESOL services and accommodations. The ELP
Assessment data can also be used to inform instructional practices in a variety of ESOL
instructional models.
In 2015, Florida became a member of the WIDA Consortium. In 2014, the Florida
Department of Education (FLDOE) adopted the five WIDA English Language Development
(ELD) Standards as the state standards for English Language Development
(https://www.cpalms.org/Public/search/Standard). The FLDOE also adopted the WIDA
ACCESS for ELLs as their annual English language proficiency assessment
(http://www.fldoe.org/accountability/assessments/k-12-student-assessment/access-for-ells.stml).
The WIDA Screener (Grades 1-12) and the W-APT (Kindergarten) are among the approved
assessments to screen possible ELLs as part of the identification and assessment requirement.
However, WIDA’s screening assessments are not required in the state of Florida (personal
communication). Florida is the state with the largest number of ELLs assessed using the WIDA
ACCESS for ELLs in the WIDA Consortium. Another unique fact about Florida as a member of
the consortium is that FLDOE has an ACCESS Manager who is an employee of both the FLDOE
106

and WIDA. This individual provides all of the training for the Local Education Agencies (LEAs)
in the state related to ACCESS, but the state does have other WIDA Professional Learning
Specialists such as me to provide additional Professional Development in both how to interpret
the scores from the assessment as well as more general offerings related to educating
multilingual learners.
Requirements for ID and Assessment. Rule 6A-6.0902, Requirements for Identification,
Eligibility, and Programmatic Assessments of English Language Learners. When a student is
enrolled at a school, one of the forms that must be completed is the Home Language Survey
(HLS) which poses three questions: (1) Is a language other than English used in the home? (2)
Did the student have a first language other than English? (3) Does the student most frequently
speak a language other than English? (FLDOE, 2017, p. 1) These questions can be included in
the registration form for the school or as a stand-alone survey form. Either way, if one of the
questions is answered in the affirmative, then the school must administer an English language
proficiency screening assessment. The test score along with the recommendation of the English
Language Learner (ELL) Committee are used to identify a student as an ELL. Since
demographic information is typically collected during school registration, questions could be
posed at this time to ascertain if an enrolling student could potentially be categorized as SLIFE.
This additional information could in turn support the disaggregation of data for this specific
subgroup.
Alternately, the rule includes information about parent and teacher requests about student
determination to be an ELL requiring that additional considerations might be made, including the
“extent and nature of prior educational or academic experience, social experience, and a student
interview” as well written educational staff recommendation, language proficiency in English or
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a heritage language, previous grades, and an English Language Proficiency (ELP) test (FLDOE,
Rule 6A-6.0902, p. 1). This guidance provides another opportunity to collect data that would
help determine if a student was potentially SLIFE.
Annual ELP Assessment for ELLs. Rule 6A-1.09432, Assessment of Limited English
Proficient Students. All students who are classified as ELLs take an annual assessment of
English Language Proficiency (ELP). This rule further states that the data from these
assessments should be used both to determine the development of ELP as well as the
effectiveness of the programs for ELLs. Specifically, it states:
LEP assessment data shall be used by school districts and schools to evaluate the
effectiveness of their instructional programs for LEP students and to follow-up such
evaluations with appropriate adjustments, modifications, and improvements of the
district’s and the school’s LEP programs. The District’s LEP plan… shall be revised
whenever substantive changes in the district’s LEP program are required. (FLDOE, 2002,
6A-1.09432.4)
Disaggregating the data by sub-groups of ELLs including SLIFE could provide information
about the effectiveness of programs for them. Additionally, promotion or retention of an ELL
should not be based only on the data from this test as it is an assessment of a moment in time in
the English language proficiency trajectory of a student.
Requirements for Exiting ELLs from ESOL Program. Rule 6A-6.0903, Requirements for
Exiting English Language Learners from the English for Speakers of Other Languages Program.
Students identified as ELLs receive appropriate ESOL instruction until they are reclassified as
English proficient. They are not exited from ESOL services until they have passed both the
annual ELP assessment and the Florida Standards Assessment in English Language Arts (FSA in
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ELA). For students with significant cognitive disabilities, these could be the alternate forms of
each assessment. Additionally, ELLs can be exited based on the determination of the ELL
Committee (FLDOE, 2016, 6A-6.0903). Although the cut score for exiting ESOL services is the
lowest in the WIDA Consortium, the additional measure of also having to pass the FSA in ELA
may help to ensure that ELLs have adequate English Language Proficiency (ELP) to no longer
require ESOL accommodations. However, teachers are still tasked with differentiating
instruction for all students based on the learning needs of those students. One concern about the
FSAs is that they are only given in English and not translated to the home language of ELLs
even though this is permitted by federal policy (ESSA, 2015).
State Standardized Assessments ESOL Accommodations. Rule 6A-6.09091,
Accommodations of the Statewide Assessment Program Instruments and Procedures for English
Language Learners. Students are required to use appropriate accommodations as listed in the rule
including flexible seating and scheduling as well as assistance in the ELL’s heritage language,
either through translation or a word for word paper dictionary (FLDOE, 2019, Rule 6A6.09091).
Flexible seating refers to the location of testing. It has been my experience that if heritage
language support is provided, flexible seating often means all of the ELLs at a school are
assessed together separated from their monolingual English-speaking peers which denies them
the opportunity to be assessed in the classrooms where they are taught the content. This may
have implications for information recall as well as general comfort. Flexible timing is often
interpreted as extended time to take an assessment. Using a heritage language dictionary,
translation by school personnel, and translating one’s thoughts can take more time than not doing
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so, and extra time may not facilitate better performance. At what point might flexible timing
become a test of persistence or compliance rather than performance?
Both of these heritage language supports have challenges in their application. First
language support may be dependent on the multilingual skills of school personnel. What happens
when there are a variety of heritage languages spoken by the students who are to be assessed at
any given school location? It has been my experience, if there is one speaker of another language
other than the majority heritage language, then school personnel are often prohibited from
translating information such as test directions under the auspice of being fair. Otherwise, first
language support may be denied in this situation. This interpretation is focused on equality of
support rather than equity of access to support.
As for language dictionaries, they are also problematic. In the digital age of learning,
students often have minimal familiarity with using a paper dictionary. The use of a dictionary
also assumes first language literacy and a knowledge of academic vocabulary in the heritage
language when they are often being taught subject area content in English. There are also
dialectical differences in dictionaries particularly when consider world languages such as
Spanish. For example, Latin American Spanish or Spanish from Spain, which is sometimes
referred to as Castilian Spanish, and is often the Spanish of foreign language courses in
secondary U.S. public schools. The dialects can be even further described by county and region.
The translation of the word may be in the heritage language of the students, but not in their
dialect of that language and as a result incomprehensible. This elevating of Castilian Spanish like
the elevating of standard-edited English privileges a particular group of speakers such as
American monolingual English speakers who learn Spanish in a formal classroom setting rather
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than their emergent bilingual peers who bring Spanish linguistic resources to the educational
setting.
Educational Opportunities for ELLs
Rule 6A-1.09951, Requirements for the Florida Seal of Biliteracy Program. The Florida
Biliteracy Seal was created in 2017 to recognize high school graduates who achieved language
proficiency in each of the language domains in languages other than English. This seal would
then be included on the graduate’s diploma. Foreign languages are inclusive of American Sign
Language, classical languages, as well as indigenous languages. This rule has implications for
secondary SLIFE as they may have advanced language skills in a language other than English
(LOTE). Potentially, these skills could be demonstrated through either an approved assessment
or through a portfolio as outlined by the rule. Earned foreign language course credits (up to four
credit hours) are also required but can be met alternatively by attaining a specific score on an
approved assessment. However, this can be problematic as indigenous languages, and those that
are not categorized as classical languages, which are not clearly defined in this document, may
not be in the state course catalog.
ESOL Programs and Content Area Instruction. Rule 6A-6.0904, Equal Access to
Appropriate Instruction for English Language Learners. The focus of this rule is describing
ESOL programs for ELLs and the importance of teaching content area subjects comprehensibly
for ELLs. “Basic ESOL programs shall include instruction to develop sufficient skills in
speaking, listening, reading, and writing English to enable the student to be English proficient”
(FLDOE, 2009, Rule 6A-6.0904.2a). The rule goes on to state:
English Language Learners in ESOL basic subject area classrooms shall have access to
an individual proficient in their languages in addition to a trained ESOL subject teacher.
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Schools with at least fifteen students speaking the same home language shall provide at
least one aide or teacher who is proficient in the same home language and who is trained
to assist in ESOL basic subject area instruction. (FLDOE, 2009, Rule 6A-6.0904.4c)
This does not mean that when there are 30 ELLs with the same home language, there are two
school instructional personnel who are proficient in that language. Nor does it mean that this
must take place in schools as per the exemption rule. This rule about ESOL programs and
content area instruction also outlines parental involvement as the development of a Parent
Leadership Council, “training and orientation” about ESOL programs and services, as well as
being made aware of how they can serve on advisory committees (FLDOE, 2009, Rule 6A6.0904.7). Although it is important that parents have information about and input in their
children’s education, there is much room in this policy wording to create a working relationship
that values the assets that parents and students bring to the learning environment.
Additional Educational Programs. Rule 6A-6.0908, Equal Access for English Language
Learners to Programs Other than English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL). The first
statement of this rule is as follows:
English Language learners (ELL), including refugees and other immigrants, racial and
national origin minority students, shall be entitled to equal access to programs and
services other than ESOL, such as, but not limited to compensatory, exceptional, early
childhood, pre-first grade, vocational, adult education, dropout prevention, extended day,
and supportive services regardless of funding sources. (FLDOE, 2009, Rule 6A6.0908.1).
Here is an opportunity to consider what types of courses and supports are offered to secondary
SLIFE. I was particularly struck by the explicit delineation of refugees as well as the source of
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funding. In my work as a Professional Learning Specialist, I facilitate training on a variety of
topics including assessing and teaching ELLs with significant cognitive disabilities. One
comment I hear in these sessions is that Special Education (SPED) services trump ESOL
services. It is often the understanding of teachers that if students are identified as both
Exceptional Student Education (ESE) and ELL that ESE programs take precedence particularly
as it relates to scheduling, coordination, and funding of services. This rule is one of many formal
policies including IDEA (2004) and ESSA (2015) that clearly state that ELLs have a civil right
to both services, among others.
Extension of Services. Rule 6A-6.09022, Extension of Services in English for Speakers of
Other Languages (ESOL) Program. Although this rule is not listed on the English Language
Learners, Rules and Legislation, State Board of Education Rules landing page (see
http://www.fldoe.org/academics/eng-language-learners/rules-legislation.stml), the Extension of
Services rule went into effect on November 22, 2011, and it is included in the District ELL Plans
beginning with the 2013-2016 cycle. The date entered U.S. schools (DEUSS) is now to be used
in relation to ESOL services being provided to ELLs beyond a period of three years (FLDOE,
Rule 6A-6.09022). The expectation here appears to be that ELLs become proficient in English
within a three-year period although research supports the professional belief that it takes five to
seven years to acquire a new language (Cummins, 1981; Thomas & Collier, 2018).
Requirements for ELL Plans
Rule 6A-6.0905, Requirements for the District English Language Learners Plan. The first
rule listing the requirements for the District English Language Learners plan was finalized on
October 30, 1990. Since then, it has been updated with final plans more than any other rule and
most recently on May 30, 2017 (see https://www.flrules.org/gateway/ruleNo.asp?ID=6A113

6.0905). The current rule requires each school district to update and submit the ELL Plan every
three years using the required format (see Appendix A). The FLDOE has a 60 day period to
review the plan and the district ELL plan must be approved by the FLDOE before
implementation (FLDOE, 2017, Rule 6A-6.0905). A District ELL Plan has several required
elements:
1. Standards for entry;
2. Exit and post-classification monitoring;
3. A description of instructional, categorical and student services;
4. Provisions for and plans to employ qualified staff; and
5. And evidence of consultation with the district’s Parent Leadership Council or
other parent advisory boy representative of parents of ELL students. (FLDOE,
2017, Rule 6A-6.0905.5a)
The requirements of the rule for District ELL Plans are rather general, but more specific
information is included in the required template.
Monitoring at Multiple Levels of Policy Compliance. Rule 6A-6.0906, Monitoring of
Programs for English Language Learners. Monitoring occurs at a variety of levels regarding
ELLs. The FLDOE monitors school districts to ensure program compliance, implementation of
basic ESOL and ESOL or home language instruction in the basic subject areas, employment of
qualified personnel, and parental involvement (FLDOE, 2009, Rule 6A-6.0906.) To address
equal access, the rule states:
The Department of education shall conduct an equal access data review of all school
districts within a three-year period in order to ascertain any major deviance from
expected data patterns. Where deviations are noted, the school district shall be informed
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and shall be required to address the issue and report actions taken. The district profiles
shall include a comparison of (1) national origin minority students, (2) students who are
not national origin minorities, and (3) English Language Learners on the following
indicators such as participation in categorical programs, participation in special programs
in the Florida Education Finance Program, and participation in targeted academic
courses. (FLDOE, 2009, Rule 6A-6.0906.2c)
In 1973, the Florida Legislature established the Florida Education Finance Program
(FEFP) to fund Florida school districts and to guarantee each student in the Florida public school
system “the availability of programs and services appropriate to his educational needs” and
“substantially equal” to those provided similar students “notwithstanding geographic differences
and varying local economic factors” (HCDSB, 2020, p. 6).
Documentation to support monitoring program effectiveness includes annual data
collection “for all students by school district and the Department of Education in the following
areas”: (1) retention rates; (2) graduation rates; (3) dropout rates; (4) grade point average; (5)
state assessment test scores; and (6) students classified as English Language Learners exiting the
ESOL program by home language year (FLDOE, 2009, Rule 6A-6.0906.4e). I wonder how
informative this data collection is if the data collected about students are not specific to their
educational experiences or cultural and linguistic background. This rule also addresses how this
information will be shared with parents of ELLs and how technical assistance will be determined
(FLDOE, 2009, Rule 6A-6.0906).
Professional Development for Educators
Rule 6A-4.02451, Performance Standards, Skills, and Competencies for the Endorsement
in English for Speakers of Other Languages. When I clicked on the live link to this rule on the
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FLDOE website, I encountered a document entitled, Notice of Development of Rulemaking,
advertising a meeting to take place on October 30, 2009, November 9, 2009, and November 10,
2009 (http://www.fldoe.org/core/fileparse.php/7582/urlt/0064483-6a402451.doc). As such, I dug
a bit deeper into the website and found the following related rules. Rule 6A-4.0245,
Specialization Requirements for Certification in English for Speakers of Other Languages
(Grades K-12)—Academic Class states that, “A bachelor’s or higher degree with an
undergraduate or graduate major in English to Speakers of Other Languages shall satisfy the
specialization requirements for certification in English to Speakers of Other Languages (Grades
K-012) (http://www.fldoe.org/teaching/certification/certificate-subjects/administrative-rules/6a4-0245.stml). An additional rule addressing ESOL endorsement is Rule 6A-4.0244,
Specialization Requirement for the Endorsement in English for Speakers of Other Languages—
Academic Class. This requirement includes:
1. A bachelor’s or higher degree with certification in another subject, and
2. Fifteen semester hours in ESOL to include credit in each of the areas specified below:
a. Methods of teaching English to speakers of other language (ESOL),
b. ESOL curriculum and materials development,
c. Cross-cultural communication and understanding,
d. Applied linguistics, and
e. Testing and evaluation of ESOL. (see
http://www.fldoe.org/teaching/certification/certificate-subjects/administrativerules/6a-4-0244.stml
Additionally, educators can take an ESOL Florida Teacher Certification Exam (FTCE) to add
this certification to a valid teaching certificate (see
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(http://www.fldoe.org/teaching/certification/certificate-subjects/certification-subjectexaminations.stml). Those teachers who have ESOL Certification or Endorsement have taken
coursework or have demonstrated knowledge about ESOL on the ESOL FTCE. A question is, do
these routes to ESOL endorsement adequately prepare teachers to work with SLIFE?
In-service for Non-Literacy Teachers. Rule 6A-6.0907, In-service Requirements for
Personnel of Limited English Proficient Students. Although there have been proposed changes,
development meetings to review the consistency between laws and rule as well as to update
terminology, and validity challenges over the years, the original effective date of October 30,
1990 still stands (https://www.flrules.org/gateway/ruleNo.asp?ID=6A-6.0907). Teachers of
content areas including math, science, social studies, and computer literacy are required to use
ESOL instructional strategies. If these teachers do not have ESOL endorsement or certification,
then they must complete either a 60-hour professional development in-service training on ESOL
or take three college credit hours. Teachers who instruct ELLs in other subjects are only required
to complete 15 hours or take the 3-hour course (FLDOE, 1990, Rule 6A-6.0907). There are
additional details which outline the timeline for completing this requirement; however, it has
been my experience as an ESOL lead teacher who was required to monitor whether high school
teachers had met this requirement that there is a great variety of importance place on taking and
implementing this training. When I was sitting at my desk in a high school ESOL classroom at
the end of 2008, I remember hearing that a neighboring school district was reducing their
teaching work force by non-renewing the contracts of approximately 300 teachers who had not
met their ESOL credential requirement. Although the Consent Decree had been in place for
nearly 30 years, it was surprising to me that teachers had jeopardized their livelihoods by not
meeting a requirement that was in place to help them better meet the needs of their students. This
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decision was an efficient way to reduce the teacher workforce and ensure compliance, but I am
not privy to the contextual features that would have informed this rather drastic enforcement of a
long-standing policy of requiring teachers to have ESOL credentials or to be working toward
them, in order to work effectively with ELLs and remain gainfully employed in a Florida school
District.
Policies are written specifically enough so they can be followed whenever practical or
possible, but they are also often written generally enough so as not to set up a zero-tolerance
situation. Sometimes policy makers also find it necessary to codify possible exceptions to the
policy. Many of the exemptions in Florida rule related to ELLs have additional implications for
secondary SLIFE.
Exemptions
Rule 6A-6.0909, Exemptions Provided to English Language Learners. For the first twelve
months in U.S. Schools, ELLs may be exempted from the FSA in ELA (FLDOE, Rule 6A6.0909.1, 2016). Word choice such as “may” indicates that there is discretion about exempting
ELLs in their first year from an assessment of English Language Arts written solely in English.
Florida does not provide any content area assessments in a language other than English (LOTE).
If ELLs have taken the annual ELP assessment and have not passed state standardized
assessments required for graduation, then alternate methods of meeting those standards should be
identified or developed with the assistance of the FLDOE (FLDOE, Rule 6A-6.0909.2 & 4,
2016).
Those ELLs who have met the credit requirements for high school graduation, but who
have not met the tenth-grade state standardized assessment criteria are eligible for an additional
year of public education. What is the likelihood that a student in this situation will elect to attend
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school an additional year after they have earned all required course credits? If students still have
not met the standards requirement as assessed, then the ELL may attend another year of
appropriate courses in an adult education program. For secondary SLIFE students, the
requirement to have earned all the credits necessary for high school graduation is often the
problem, so this “thirteenth year” is not a good fit. Even the term “thirteenth year” is not fitting
as by definition this specific group of ELLs has not attended as many years of formal education
as their peers (FLDOE, Rule 6A-6.0909.4, 2016).
Finally, there are also exemptions that allow for not providing ESOL teachers for ELLs.
If there are less than 10 ELLs in a district within 20 miles of a school, then that district can be
granted a renewable one-year exemption of providing delivery from an ESOL certified teacher,
as long as they “document specific efforts to address the English language needs of the students”
(FLDOE, Rule 6A-6.0909.5, 2016). Furthermore, if the district cannot hire a teacher with ESOL
or home language credentials, then “a teacher who does not meet the requirements may be
assigned to a classroom” (FLDOE, Rule 6A-6.0909.6, 2016). Essentially, a district that only has
a few ELLs or is unable to recruit a teacher with the appropriate credentials to provide ESOL
support to ELLs, then that district only has to document that they are making an effort to teach
the students English. How is this “ensuring that these students receive comprehensible
instruction” as stated on the FLDOE Bureau of Student Achievement through Languages
Acquisition (SALA) website? (See http://www.fldoe.org/academics/eng-language-learners/).
It is understandable that it can be challenging to fund ESOL programs for ELLs when
there are very few of them in an educational setting and administrators often have lean budgets
and have to consider the greatest good or the most benefit for the largest number of students. It is
even understandable that there may be challenges in recruiting teachers with ESOL credentials.
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However, these exemptions mean that multilingual learners (MLs) who are often marginalized in
the school setting are further marginalized by the codification of policies that create loopholes
for providing appropriate “equal access to appropriate programming” or the second requirement
of the 1990 Florida Consent Decree (page 11).
These rules are the policy written to guide the implementation of the requirements set
forth in the 1990 Florida Consent Decree. All of these FLDOE rules have an impact on
secondary SLIFE.
Phase 2: District ELL Plans
Three Florida school districts were selected as the focus for this study: Lee, Polk and
Hillsborough. According to Sugarman and Geary (2018), twelve Florida school districts in 20172018 had more than 5,000 ELLs in grades PreK-12. In 2017-2018 the percentage of ELLs in
Florida was 10.1%. The percentage of ELLs in the three districts were within range of the state
percentage: Hillsborough County Public Schools (11.7%); Polk County School District (10.3%),
and Lee County Public Schools (10.5%) (refer to Table 5).
The Florida Department of Education has a publicly accessible information tool called
EdStats (see https://edstats.fldoe.org/SASPortal/main.do). Student enrollment is available in that
system, including percentage of ELL students enrolled. Table 7 provides an overview of the
percentage of ELLs in the three focus districts over the last five years.
Table 7
Percentage of ELLs in Three Focus Districts

Lee
Polk
Hillsborough
Florida

2015-2016
8.8
10.9
12.3
9.8

2016-2017
9.8
11.0
12.7
10.4

2017-2018
10.5
10.3
11.7
10.2
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2018-2019
12.2
10.2
11.1
10.2

2019-2020
13.5
9.0
10.2
10.1

In this group of three Florida school districts, Lee County Public Schools has had the most
growth in ELL population, from 8.8% in 2015-2016 to 13.5% in 2019-2020. Polk County School
District has seen a decrease from 10.9% to 9.0%, and Hillsborough County Public Schools has
also seen a decrease from 12.3% to 10.2%. The state of Florida has remained relatively stable
around 10% the last four years.
Every three years, each school district in the state of Florida is required to submit a
District ELL Plan to the Florida Department of Education (FLDOE) for approval. In 2013, the
submission process for District ELL Plans went online and were no longer submitted as word
documents. Table 8 indicates the approval dates of the ELL plans reviewed for this study.
Table 8
District ELL Plans Approval Dates

Hillsborough
Lee
Polk

2010-2012
1st Cycle
Not
Available
Approved
10/19/2009
Signed
10/8/20008

2013-2016
2nd Cycle
Approved
5/13/2014
Approved
1/27/2014
Approved
4/28/2014

2016-2019
3rd Cycle
Approved
2/21/2017
Approved
8/23/2016
Dated
2/2016

2019-2022
4th Cycle
Approved
7/8/2019
Approved
4/12/2019
Approved
6/24/2019

District ELL Plans are not directly posted on the FLDOE website. Rather, they must be
requested by contacting the Bureau of Student Achievement through Language Acquisition
(SALA) at the email posted on the English Language Learner landing page (see
http://www.fldoe.org/academics/eng-language-learners/). I requested the current and three
previous cycle plans, along with any approval documentation for each of the three school
districts. Approval letters were included for the majority of the plans as noted in Table 8.
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The current District ELL Plan Template is a thirteen-page document. The cover page
includes a space to include the contact person, the Local Educational Agency (LEA), an email,
and a phone number. It is part of Rule 6A-6.095, form ESOL 100, dated May 2017 (see
Appendix A). The next page includes the name of the district, the contact name/title, the contact
phone number and email address, the district mailing address, the name and contact information
of the person who prepared the document, certification by the school district, and a place for the
contact information, signature, and date of the chairperson representing the District ELL Parent
Leadership Council (PLC). The third page, “District English Language Learners Plan,
Assurances and Certification,” is where the district superintendent signs and dates the document.
Signing the document assures the following:
School districts are required to abide by a set of assurances when developing and
implementing programs and services to students classified as ELLs and are required to
ensure school- and district-level personnel comply with all the requirements and
provisions set forth in the laws, rules, regulations, and federal court orders listed
including:
•

The requirements set forth in Section 1003.56, Florida Statutes;

•

The requirements set for in Rules 6A-6.0902: 6A-6.09091; 6A-0903; 6A-6.0907;
6A-1.0503, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), and other applicable State
Board of Education Rules;

•

The requirements of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as
amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015;

•

The requirements of the Consent Decree in the League of United Latin American
Citizens et al. v. the State Board of Education, 1990;
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•

The requirement of the Florida Educational Equity Act, 1984;

•

The requirements based on the Fifth Circuit Court decision in Castaneda v.
Pickard, 1981;

•

The requirements based on the Supreme Court decision in Plyler v. DOE, 1982;

•

The requirements based on the Supreme Court decision in Lau v Nichols, 1974;

•

The requirements of the Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974;

•

The requirements of Section 504 Rehabilitation Act of 1973;

•

The requirements of the Office for Civil Rights Memorandum of May 25, 1970;

•

The requirements of the Title VI Civil Rights Act of 1964; and

•

The requirements of the Office for Civil Rights Standards for Title VI
Compliance. (FLDOE, 2017, p. 3)

The remaining pages of the District ELL Plan template contains the following sections and
subsections with guiding questions and checklists:
Section 1: Identification
Enrollment Procedures and Administration of the Home Language Survey (HLS)
Section 2: English Language Proficiency Assessment
1. English Language Proficiency (ELP) Assessment
2. Listening and Speaking Proficiency Assessment
Reading and Writing Proficiency Assessment
3. ELL Committee
Section 3: Programmatic Assessment
Academic/Programmatic Assessment
Grade Level and Course Placement Procedures—Grades 9-12
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Re-evaluation of ELLs that Previously Withdrew from the LEA (Local Education
Agency)
ELL Student Plan Development
Section 4: Comprehensive Program Requirements and Student Instruction
Instructional Models
Student Progression
Section 5: Statewide Assessment
Statewide Assessment
Section 6: English Language Proficiency Annual Assessment
Section 7: Monitoring Procedures
Compliance of ELL Plan and Student Performance
Section 8: Parent, Guardian, Student Notification and Rights
Section 9: The Parent Leadership Council (PLC)
Section 10: Personnel Training
Section 11: Extension of Services (FLDOE, 2017, pp. 4-14)
Each district in the state of Florida is required to complete and submit the District ELL Plan
using the template that was adopted during that three-year cycle. The plans include information
in the form of checklists, prose, appendices, and web links.
Hillsborough County Public Schools (HCPS)
First Cycle ELL Plan, 2010-2012. There were no signatures on the cover letter that was
included in the plan; August 2008 was the date listed for when it was last discussed with the
District ELL Parent Leadership Council and approved (HCPS, 2008, p. 1).
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Section 1: Identification. Enrollment procedures included information about the Student
Enrollment Record (SER) as well as the Home Language Survey (HLS) form which addresses
the identification requirement of the 1990 Consent Decree. The SER is completed at the school
during student registration by the parent/guardian. After the SER form is reviewed by the
registrar and/or the data processor, then copies with an affirmative response to any of the
questions posed in the HLS are shared with the ESOL Resource teacher and/or Bilingual
Education Paraprofessional (Bilingual Para).
Parents may request a translation of the SER as well as the assistance of a bilingual
interpreter. However, the only languages that are available are Spanish, Vietnamese, Korean, and
Haitian Creole. Furthermore, the interpreter must be available, and it must be feasible to obtain
their assistance. Student data are collected with “the data processor entering on the district
mainframe all student demographic information, including but not limited to native language and
country of birth, which is provided by parent/guardian on the SER form” (HCPS, 2008, pp. 3-4).
Although parents have the option to request translation services, this is problematic for
several reasons. How do parents of potential ELLs know that they have the option to request
translation of documents? The SER is only translated into four languages, but the HCPS ELL
website notes that ELLs represent 187 countries and 168 languages/dialects (see
https://www.sdhc.k12.fl.us/doc/177). It is quite plausible that a translated SER will not be in a
language that parents are able to read. Parents can also request an interpreter, but there are
restrictions that may be based on convenience for the school rather than needs of the parents.
Section 2: English Language Proficiency Assessment (Placement). Section 2 addresses
the English language proficiency assessment that is used for placement of ELLs into ESOL
programs. Either the ESOL Resource Teacher or the Bilingual Education Paraprofessional will
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administer and record the assessment data within 20 days of the student registering. During the
2009-2012 cycle, the IDEA Proficiency Test (IPT) was administered. The test was published in
1991 from Ballard & Tighe Publishers (see http://ericae.net/eac/eac0108.htm). This plan also
noted that ELLs will not be assessed in their native language. Since first language literacy is
supportive of literacy development in additional languages, it could be beneficial when
considering programming for the student to determine their native language proficiency (Rios &
Castillon, 2018).
Section 3: Programmatic Assessment. Classroom teachers are to inform the ELL
Committee Chairperson, the ESOL Resource Teacher, and the Bilingual Para to select
appropriate placement for new ELLs using an internal document called the Programmatic
Assessment Student Profile. The document states that every effort will be made to locate student
records. It also states that, “at the time of registration, school personnel will meet with the new
student and their parents, to review student’s transcripts and available records” (HCPS, 2010, p.
7). Part 10a of Section 3, asks the district to describe the procedures that will be used to place
ELLs with some or no prior formal schooling. This alludes to SLIFE, but is not directly stated or
specified. The response here is that students will be assessed to determine appropriate grade level
programming, but in the case of no schooling records, then the child will be placed according to
their age. This placement is not related to the English proficiency of the student. There are
further stipulations for students in ninth through twelfth grade:
A student with no obtainable or available record of credits seeking enrollment in
Hillsborough County Public Schools will normally be placed according to chronological
age/grade placement. The student must earn the equivalent of at least two years of
specified credits and meet all appropriate testing requirements and a 2.0 grade point
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average (GPA) in order to receive a standard diploma. The parent/guardian and student
seeking enrollment will meet with the designated guidance counselor who will conduct
an entrance interview to explain the high school curriculum, graduation requirements and
appropriate program planning for the student, which includes the process for awarding
credit to students transferring from other countries for all content submit area courses
taken in the student’s native language. Additionally, credit will be awarded for foreign
languages the student may have taken, inclusive of English. (HCPS, 2008, p. 8)
The high school plan for appropriate course work does not include information about specific
services or programs that might be needed for a secondary SLIFE, yet it appears that this is the
population in question because the document is providing guidelines as how to place students
with little or no prior formal learning. An ELL Student Plan is also to be developed and then
reviewed annually. This section also addresses informing parents in a letter that they can
understand. For this first cycle, the languages are listed as English, Spanish, Haitian Creole,
Portuguese, Vietnamese, Korean, and Bosnian (HCPS, 2008, p. 9). It is notable that the letter can
be provided in Bosnian, but this is not an option for the SER form that is completed at student
registration.
Section 4: Comprehensive Program Requirements and Student Instruction. This section
is also particularly informative to this study. Instructional models include Sheltered English
Language Arts, Sheltered Core/Basic Subject Areas, Mainstream-Inclusion English Language
Arts, and Mainstream-Inclusion Core/Basic Subject Areas (HCPS, 2008, p.9). Which program
model is implemented is decided by school administration along with the district’s Programs for
ELLs. This section states that there is an attachment with a list of all of the schools in the district
with the instructional model that is used at each of them, but this document was not included
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with the ELL Plan request from SALA. Equal educational opportunities for ELLs at all grade
levels are also discussed:
All English Language Learners at both the elementary and secondary level will be
provided with equal educational opportunities through equal access to academia and
special service programs that will meet the cognitive, affective, and socio-behavioral
needs of these students and will prepare student to meet the Sunshine State Standards, the
District Benchmarks and graduation requirements. (HCPS, 2008, p. 10)
This section also states how ELLs will be placed in classes:
“…based on their grade level, previous educational background, academic achievement
level, and/or special needs… be provided English instruction designed to develop
integrated language skills… curriculum will be equal in instructional time… with
appropriate certified and ESOL trained [teachers]… and with assistance from Bilingual
Paras” (HCPS, 2008, pp.10-11). Students will also have “full equitable access to student
services… [and] equal access to all of the services that are available through communitybased organizations” (HCPS, 2008, p. 11).
It is unclear as to whether the terms ‘equal’ and ‘equitable’ have same or different meaning here.
If students have equitable access to the services that are necessary to support them, then those
services would have to be put in place that are meant to specifically meet their needs. For
secondary SLIFE, this would likely include more services than those that are in place for all
students or even ELLs generally.
Instructional strategies will be documented on the Instructional Strategy Checklist each
nine weeks along with the content area lesson plans. Both district level and school administrators
will monitor teachers to ensure comprehensible input for ELLs. Administrators will conduct
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walk-throughs, and ESOL Resource Teachers will mentor content teachers and model strategies
that are both effective and research based. Progress monitoring measures include student
portfolios, Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) practice tests, other criterion
reference tests, and the FCAT (HCPS, 2008, pp. 11-12).
As a former ESOL teacher at two different public schools, it was my responsibility to
collect the Instructional Strategy Checklist at the end of the academic year. My first year as the
ESOL Lead at a high school, I began the year handing out folders to teachers with information
about the ESOL program at the school, a list of ELLs each teacher would have in their classes,
other related information, and copies of the Instructional Strategy Checklist with a list of the
ESOL Accommodations approved by the school district. At the end of the year, it was
disheartening to me that teachers would ask me where to find the form because they had to
submit it. They would ask if they could use the same form for all nine weeks even though there
should be changes in the ESOL accommodations provides and strategies used based on the
developing English language proficiency of their students. It was even more disturbing to me
that teachers would also ask me why they were not allowed to use the same form and simply list
all of their ELLs on it as if they were a homogenous group. Several years later, I was an ESOL
teacher at an elementary school in a different school district. Yet, there were the same questions
and concerns from some of the teachers. It appeared that the completion of the Instructional
Strategy Checklist was more of an exercise in documentation compliance rather than a tool to
support differentiation of instruction to facilitate both the content learning and English language
acquisition of ELLs.
ELLs are also part of the districts’ Student Progression Plan (HCPS, 2008, pp. 11-12).
There are three specific statements regarding the retention or promotion of ELLs:
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1. Limited English proficient (LEP) students who have had less than two years of
instruction in the ESOL program may be exempted from retention.
2. The School Placement Committee and the ELL Committee will meet jointly to review
and make placement recommendations for ELLs who have not met district promotion
criteria due to their English language proficiency (ELP).
3. Parent may attend the meeting (as part of the ELL Committee) or will be notified in
writing of the determination in the native language of the parent whenever feasible.
(HCPS, 2008. P. 12)
The ELL Committee informs decisions about promotion for ELLs and parents are allowed to
attend these meetings. What efforts are made to have parents attend? Is the invitation sent home
in a language the parents can understand? Is there a translator present to make the discussion
comprehensible? What about transportation and childcare? If the parents do not attend, they are
notified. Again, it is made comprehensible to them if feasible. Feasibility appears to be a
condition that may impact policy implementation. Parents may have fewer opportunities to
interact with the school in order to support the learning their children.
Section 5: Statewide Assessment and Section 6: English language Proficiency (ELP)
Assessment (EXIT). These two sections address assessment. During the 2010-2012 cycle, the
statewide assessments included the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) and the
Comprehensive English Language Learning Assessment (CELLA). The FCAT was a criterion
referenced assessment in mathematics, reading, science, and writing that was given annually to
student in grades three through eleven to measure student progression toward meeting the
Sunshine State Standard (SSS) benchmarks (see
http://www.fldoe.org/accountability/assessments/k-12-student-assessment/archive/fcat/). The
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CELLA was used to measure progress of ELLs toward English proficiency. The assessment
tested the four language domains: listening, speaking, reading, and writing (see
http://www.fldoe.org/accountability/assessments/k-12-student-assessment/archive/cella/). There
are different cut scores required at different grade levels to determine English language
proficiency. Beginning in third grade, when FCATs were administered, ELLs would be required
to meet both FCAT Reading and Writing Criteria as well as the criteria in all four language
domains for the CELLA. For ELLs in younger grades, they only needed to meet the criteria on
the Listening and Speaking portions of the CELLA (HCPS, 2008, pp. 13-15). When a student
has met the criteria to exit the ESOL program, the information is recorded in the Student ELL
Plan by the ESOL Resource teacher or the Bilingual Para, entered into the mainframe by the
Data Processor, and ensured by the ELL Chairperson. The former ELL is now monitored for a
period of two years.
Section 7: Monitoring Procedures. After an ELL has been exited from ESOL services,
they are monitored for a period of two years. The ESOL Chairs and ESOL Resource Teachers
use report cards, test scores, classroom performance, and teacher and parent input to monitor the
former ELLs academic progress (HCPS, 2008, p. 17). If the student is not performing on grade
level, then the ELL Committee reviews multiple points of student data and determines if the
student continues in the mainstream classrooms without ESOL support, is reclassified as an ELL
and then re-entered into the ESOL program or needs to be referred for further testing (HCPS,
2008, p. 17).
During the two-year period that I was an ESOL Lead Teacher at a high school, there was
only one student that was re-admitted to the ESOL program because it was determined that this
particular student would benefit from additional language services to support their academic
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success in content area classes where they continued to experience difficulties with content text
literacy.
Section 8: Parent/Guardian/Student Notification and Rights. Information should be
available to the parents/guardians in their home language whenever feasible. Additionally, timesensitive announcements are recorded and pushed to phone on record. There is a list of twentyseven school-to-home communications and a space for “other” that can be sent in the home
language including: assessment information, program placement, invitation to participate in an
ELL Committee Meeting, school programs, school registration, student discipline and
community services. Although “program placement” and “special programs such as gifted, ESE,
dual enrollment, Pre-K, adult secondary courses, vocational education, magnet, charter schools,
SES programs, and student activities” are checked, “program delivery model options” is not.
While “invitation to participate in an ELL Committee Meeting” and “Information about
opportunities for parental involvement [volunteering, Parent Teacher Association (PTA)/Parent
Teacher Organization (PTO)] are selected, “Invitation to participate in the Parent Leadership
Council (PLC)” is not selected either (HCPS, 2008, p. 18). Finally, the Code of Student Conduct
is available in English, Spanish, and Haitian Creole. The Leadership and Acculturation Center
provides some resources to parents of ELLs. Additional information is shared through written
documents such as the ELL Program Brochures and at school venues and other meetings.
Section 9: Functions of the ELL Committee and the PLC. The ELL Committee is
comprised of the parent, the ELL Chair. ESOL Resource Teacher, the classroom teacher, the
Bilingual Para, and other support personnel as appropriate. At the elementary level, the ELL
chair is either the principal or the assistant principal of the school, but at the secondary level a
designated guidance counselor could also serve in this role. Hillsborough County has both school
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and district level Parent Leadership Councils (PLC). The ELL Committee addresses a wide range
of issues including placement of students, ELL program status, monitoring of students after exit
from ELL programs, promotion, and retention (HCPS, 2008, pp. 19-20).
The school-based PLC Officers who serve a one year term are expected to share
information with parents of ELLs in the fall and review the school year as well as elect new
officers in the spring. The District Advisory Council (DAC) is comprised of a majority of parents
of ELLs which is required by the FLDOE in Rule 6A-6.0904 FAC as well as district personnel
that work with the district’s ELL program such as bilingual social workers and interpreters. The
district PLC is tasked with participating in a variety of committees including School Advisory,
Textbook Adoption, Parent Teacher Association (PTA), and ELL District Plan (HCPS, 2008, pp.
20-21). Furthermore, the district PLC officers will review and approve the District ELL Plan.
Section 10: Personnel Training. This section begins by stating that, “The Hillsborough
County Public School system will require, as a condition of continued employment, all current
personnel take the in-service/course work required to be appropriately certified to instruct
ELLs….” (HCPS, 2008, p. 21). There is also detailed information outlining the different
professional development opportunities, and individuals are monitored as to meeting these
requirements. There is also information about the 60-hour training course required of
administrators and guidance counselors (HCPS, 2008, p. 24). The document also states, “if
instruction is provided in a language other than English, describe the procedures that are used to
assess teachers’ proficiency in the other language and in English,” and the response is “not
applicable” (HCPS, 2008, p. 25). Although the 1990 Consent Decree requires a bilingual
paraprofessional or teacher if there are 15 or more ELLs with the same home language in the
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same school, this school district does not consider providing instruction in a language other than
English (LOTE) for those same students (LULAC, 1990, II.E.3.).
Section 10 also addresses bilingual paras. “According to Rule 6A-6.094, FAC., a
bilingual paraprofessional or teacher is required at schools having 15 or more ELLs who speak
the same language” (HCPS, 2008, p. 25). Those bilingual paras must either possess an associate
degree or pass the ParaPro test. Additionally, they must be fluent and literate in both English and
the language other than English (LOTE) (HCPC, 2010, p. 25).
Section 11: Title III, Part A, NCLB—Accountability. Finally, Section 11 briefly discusses
accountability as mandated by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB, 2001). Districts are
required to hold schools accountable for meeting increasing English proficiency and academic
achievement for all current ELLs as well as increasing academic achievement of former ELLs.
Furthermore, School Improvement Plans (SIPs) will be put in place when Annual Measurable
Achievement Objectives (AMOAs) have not been met for two consecutive years (NCLB, 2001;
HCPS, 2008, p. 26).
Second Cycle ELL Plan, 2013-2016. This plan was signed by the superintendent on
March 31, 2013, signed by the District PLC chairperson on March 22, 2013, and approved by the
FLDOE on May 13, 2014. This cycle is written on a different template which appears to be
formatted similarly to the 2017 District ELL Plan Template with the removal of checklists in
several sections (see Appendix A). Some sections have been expanded, and others have been
shortened. Additionally, each section no longer includes a numbered list of items, but there are
still tables with English Language Proficiency (ELP) Assessment cut scores. The sections also
identify the corresponding board rule.
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Section 1: Identification [Rule 6a-6.0902, FAC] Enrollment Procedures and
Administration of the Home Language Survey (HLS). This section includes information about
completing the survey for both ELLs and non-ELLs. The HLS is completed for all students as
part of the Student Enrollment Form (SER) when the parents/guardians register their children.
Since a student is not labeled as an ELL until they have both been identified by an affirmative
question on the HLS and by their scores on an English Language Proficiency (ELP) screening
assessment, it would not be possible for the procedure to be different. During this cycle, the HLS
was translated into Bosnian, Haitian Creole, Korean, Portuguese, Spanish, and Vietnamese, but
parents who need the translated copy of the assistance of a bilingual interpreter have to make
these requests (HCPS, 2014, pp. 3-4). Since the HLS inquires about the home language of the
student, it would be possible for the registrar to consider what language might be needed. More
simply, the registrar could simply offer translation to all parents when students are registered as a
matter of practice as parents may not know they have a right to make this request due to federal
policy (NCLB, 2001). To be culturally sensitive, the registrar could also state that the offer for
translation was made for all students upon registration so as to not profile who may or may not
speak a LOTE.
Section 2: English Language Proficiency Assessment (Placement) [Rule 6A-6.0902,
FAC]. English Language Proficiency (ELP) Assessment used was now the CELLA Online.
Again, students in Kindergarten through second grade were only given a listening and speaking
assessment whereas higher grades also took the reading and writing assessment. The scale score
that was used as the cut score for placement determination was presented in charts. The Listening
and Speaking Domains of the CELLA were required to be a completed within 20 days of
completing the HLS and the Reading and Writing Domains could be administered no more than
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20 days after that but the delay would have to be documented and the parent should have to be
notified “in their primary language, when feasible, no later than eight weeks (40 school days)
after initial enrollment” (HCPS, 2014, p. 6). As with the previous cycle, the ELL Committee will
make their determination based not only on this assessment data point (HCPS, 2014, p. 6).
Section 3: Programmatic Assessment [Rule 6a-6.0902, FAC]. Academic and
Programmatic Assessment section now includes links to the Student Progression Plan where
additional information could be found. This section also now references a data site call
“FASTER” to be used for document requests for ELLs who are new to Hillsborough County
Public Schools (HCPS, 2014, p. 7). There is no longer a checklist of languages used for Parent
Notification Letters about program placement.
Section 4: Comprehensive Program Requirements and Student Instruction. The same
four instructional models are still listed from the previous cycle. The document also states that,
“all schools in the district use the same instructional model,” yet there are four listed (HCPS,
2014, p. pp. 9-10): Sheltered-English; Sheltered-Core/Basic Subject Areas,
Mainstream/Inclusion-English; and Mainstream/Inclusion-Core/Basic Subject Areas. There is
also a link that appears to be part of the template with the descriptions of each model in the
current FDOE Database Manuals. These live links reflect that this was the cycle in which District
ELL Plans were now submitted electronically to the FLDOE. Another notable difference is that
there are only three progress monitoring tools to determine that students are meeting both content
and ELP standards: student portfolios, the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT), and
FCAT Practice tests (HCPS, 2014, p. 11).
Section 5: Statewide Assessment. The district no longer inquires as to whether there are
alternate assessment for ELLs who have been receiving ESOL services for less than 12 months.
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There were no tests listed in the previous cycle, but this is still a shift in the requirements from
the FLDOE for District ELL Plans (HCPS, 2014, p. 13).
Section 6: English Language Proficiency Assessment (Exit). This section no longer has a
listing of the assessment cut scores used to determine exit from the ESOL program but the
CELLA and FCAT assessments are still referenced (HCPS, 2014, p. 12).
Section 7: Monitoring Procedures [Rule 6A-6.0903, FAC]. One major shift in this section
is now is there is no description of what happens if an ELL re-enters the ESOL program.
Previously, there was a plan for curriculum delivery including,
…an emphasis on differentiated instruction based on the use of ESOL strategies, ongoing
analysis of student performance in formal and informal assessment and teacher
observation. Additionally, students will participate in Extended Learning Programs
throughout the year as well as in Extended School Year Programs. The ELLs’ instructors
will receive additional in-service training, modeling and mentoring in best practices for
English language acquisition. (HCPS, 2014, p. 17)
Perhaps requiring Extended School Year Programs might create a hardship for both schools to
offer and students to attend, but the other points in the plan could very well support ELLs in their
learning trajectory. For secondary students, outside employment which is often necessary to
support themselves and their parents could be impacted from the requirement of an Extended
School Year Program if it was mandatory, even though it may be supportive of English language
development and content learning.
Section 8: Parent/Guardian/Student Notification and Rights. An invitation to participate
in the Parent Leadership Council (PLC), program delivery model options, and report cards were
added to the list of school-to-home communications that should be translated when shared with
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parents whenever feasible expanding the rights of parents and guardians to be notified about
regarding the schooling of their children (HCPS, 2014, pp. 14-15).
Section 9: The Parent Leadership Council [Rule 6A-6.0904, FAC]. The title of this
section has changed significantly as it was previously “Functions of the ELL Committee and the
PLC” (HCPS, 2008, p. 19). Both the composition and the functions of the ELL Committee have
been removed from this section. Although the functions have been moved to other sections
including a subheading under Section 2 entitled, ELL Committee. Under 1.a.3 of the 1990
Florida Consent Decree, the Limited English Proficient (LEP) Committee was defined as “a
committee composed of ESOL teacher(s) and home language teacher (if any) and administrator
or designee plus guidance counselors, social worker, school psychologist or other educators as
appropriate for the situation” (LULAC, 1990). Additionally, “the parent(s) would also be invited
to attend any committee meetings” (LULAC, 1990, 1.A.3.). Since the ELL Committee, formerly
called the LEP Committee, has such important responsibilities, it is interesting that it is no longer
defined and that duties have been scattered throughout the document. The portions of this section
that address the Parent Leadership Council (PLC) have remained the same except for the order in
which it is presented.
Section 10: Personnel Training (Rule 6A-6.0907 and 6A-1.0503, FAC). There are no
significant changes.
Section 11: Title III, Part A, NCLB—Accountability. This section has now been replaced
with Extension of Services (Rule 6A-6.09022, FAC) which reflects the reauthorization of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA, 1965) from No Child Left Behind Act
(NCLB, 2001) to the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA, 2015). This is the first discussion of
determining extension of ESOL services for an ELL beyond three years. The day entered U.S.
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schools (DUESS) date is to be considered when discussing the timeline of instruction. The
DUESS date is also referred to as the anniversary date of the student:
If the student’s anniversary date falls between the administration of the CELLA a given
school year and October 1 of the following year, the student’s ACCESS 2.0 for ELLs and
applicable FCAT Reading scores will suffice, and a more recent assessment is not
required. (HCPS, 2013, p. 19)
The CELLA Listening and Speaking cut scores are also listed (HCPS, 2013, p. 20).
Third Cycle ELL Plan, 2016-2019. This plan was signed by the superintendent on
September 6, 2016, signed by the District PLC chairperson on February 13, 2016, and approved
by the FLDOE on February 21, 2017. This cycle is written on different template which appears
to be formatted similarly to the 2017 District ELL Plan Template with the removal of checklists
in several sections (see Appendix A). Some sections have been expanded and others have been
shortened. Additionally, each section no long includes a numbered list of items.
Section 1, Identification (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC), Enrollment Procedures and
Administration of the Home Language Survey (HLS). There is now a list of languages that the
may be requested by parents for the HLS including Arabic, Chinese, French, Gujurati, Haitian
Creole, Korean, Portuguese, Spanish, Swahili, and Vietnamese (HCPS, 2017, p. 3). Furthermore,
the assistance of a bilingual interpreter may also be provided when possible. The plan now
indicates how immigrant students are identified:
The term immigrant children and youth means individuals who:
A. Are ages 3 through 21, and
B. Were not born in any State, the District of Columbia or Puerto Rico; and
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C. Have not been attending one or more schools in any one or more States for more than
3 full academic years. (HCPS, 2017, p.3)
Additionally, the Date Entered U.S. School (DUESS) collection process during registration is
explicated. As stated in the previous cycle, Hillsborough County Schools use a SER form that
includes HLS questions. It explicitly states:
…the Data Processor enters on the District mainframe all student demographic
information, including but not limited to native language, country of birth, immigrant
student and date of entry into U.S. school, which is provided by parent/guardian on the
Student Enrollment Record Form (SER). (HCPS, 2017, 4)
Section 2: English Language Proficiency Assessment (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC). Now the
WIDA Access Placement Test (W-APT) will be used for determining identification as an ELL.
Kindergarteners through second graders will only be administered the Listening and Speaking
language domains of the W-APT to determine eligibility for ESOL services, while students in
third through twelfth grade will also take the Reading and Writing language domains of the
assessment (HCPS, 2017, pp. 4-5). Information about cut scores and the time frame for
administering the Listening and Speaking test no more than 20 school days after the HLS is
completed with at least one answer of yes has been removed. The question about native language
assessment has also been removed although the time frame is still in board rule and is still
required. The native language was not assessed in the previous cycle, but does not inquire about
it in this template cycle, reflecting perhaps a change in thinking about the importance of the
student’s first language.
Section 3: Programmatic Assessment (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC). Information appears to be
copied verbatim from the previous District ELL Plan. However, language about retaining the
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original DEUSS date if a student comes from another state and a new DUESS date will only be
assigned if the student is new to the country (HCPS, 2017, p. 7). Additionally, the questions
about the process for parent notification and the translation of that information have been
removed. However, the translated languages of the HLS listed in this document contain all of the
languages previously listed here except for Bosnian; the languages of Arabic, Chinese, Gujurati,
Swahili, and Tagalog have been added.
Section 4: Comprehensive Program Requirements and Student Instruction. The list of
instructional models is still there, but “Sheltered Core/Basic Subject Areas” has been removed
this cycle (HCPS, 2017). With regard to heritage language support from a Bilingual Para, Arabic
has been added to the list including Hattian Creole, Korean, Spanish, and Vietnamese (HCPS,
2017, p. 10). A statement added is as follows:
All English language learners at both the elementary and secondary level will be
provided with equal educational opportunities through equal access to academic and
special service programs that will meet the cognitive, affective, and socio-behavioral
needs of these students and will prepare students to meet the Florida Standards, the
District Benchmarks and Graduation Requirements. (HCPS, 2017, p. 10)
Thoughtful programming for students is required for them to be able to successfully meet these
standards, benchmarks, and requirements. Secondary SLIFE require additional attention to what
programs and services are provided to support equitable educational opportunities which is not
necessarily the same as equal access if supports necessary specifically for them are offered to no
one.
Section 4 still contains a list of progress monitoring tools. In this cycle, “Student
Portfolios” is no longer checked, but “Other” now is with “EOCs, Semester Exams, Formatives”
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added on the line provided. The FCAT practice test has been removed, and criterion referenced
tests have shifted to high stakes norm referenced assessments such as the Florida State
Assessment (FSA), Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT), and the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), whereas they had included other criterion reference tests such as
the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) (HCPS, 2017, p. 10). The
monitoring tools to ensure that ELLs are meeting content and English Language Development
(ELD) standards has now shifted completely to formalized assessments that may not capture the
student’s English language ability and development over time in the same way that a student
portfolio has the potential to do.
Section 5: Statewide Assessment (Rule 6A-6.09091). No changes from the 2013-2016
cycle.
Section 6: English Language Proficiency Annual Assessment (Rule 6A-6.0903, FAC).
Other than formatting, there are no changes.
Section 7: Monitoring Procedures (Rule 6A-6.0903, FAC). Other than formatting, there
are no changes.
Section 8: Parent, Guardian, Student Notification and Rights. In school-to-home
communications that are translated for parents of ELLs, no items have been added, but six items
have been removed:
•

Exemption from FSA in ELA for ELLs with DUESS less than one year (changed from
one year after ELL classification),

•

Retention/Remediation/Good Cause,

•

Transition to regular classes or course change,

•

Parental choice options, school improvement status, and teacher out-of-field notices,
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•

Disciplinary forms, and

•

Information about opportunities for parental involvement (volunteering, PTA/PTO,
SAC). (HCPS, 2017, p. 15)

This section also no longer inquires as to whether the Student Code of Conduct is shared with
parents in a LOTE.
Section 9: The Parent Leadership Council (Rule 6A-6.0904, FAC). The section now
contains information about whether the Student Code of Conduct is shared with parents in a
LOTE. The district has now indicated that the Student Handbook is available in English and
Spanish, and a Bilingual Para or teacher may explain it during appropriate school events such as
Open House (HCPS, 2017, p. 16).
Section 10: Personnel Training (Rule 6A-6.0907 and 6A-1.0503, FAC). There are no
significant changes.
Section 11: Extension of Services (Rule 6A-6.09022, FAC). After reviewing student data
including report cards, standardized assessments, number of years in the ESOL program, level of
English language proficiency, and both teacher and parent input, the ELL Committee may
determine whether a student continues in the general education program, needs to be referred for
additional evaluation, or needs an extension of ESOL services. The ELL Chairperson and ESOL
Resource teacher then create a new Student ELL Plan and the Data Processor enters the program
information in the District Mainframe (HCPS, 2016, p.23). The two approved ELP assessments
are now the WIDA ACCESS for ELLs 2.0 and the WIDA Model (HCPS, 2017, p. 23). The
WIDA Model can be used as an interim assessment or for progress monitoring but does not meet
the federal requirements for annual English Language Proficiency which is met through the
WIDA ACCESS for ELL 2.0. This shift in assessments reflects the FLDOE decision to join the
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WIDA Consortium in 2015 (see https://wida.wisc.edu/memberships/consortium/fl). The
corresponding language about assessments has also been updated, “If the student’s anniversary
date falls between the administration of the ACCESS 2.0 for ELLs a given school year and
October 1 of the following year, the student’s ACCESS 2.0 for ELLs and applicable Florida
Standards Assessment (FSA) scores will suffice, and a more recent assessment is not required”
(HCPS, 2016, p. 22).
Fourth Cycle ELL Plan, 2019-2022. This plan was signed by the superintendent on
May 7, 2019, signed by the District PLC chairperson on March 15, 2019, and approved by the
FLDOE on July 8, 2019. This template is most like the previous cycle of the years 2016-2019,
yet there are still changes in the information.
Section 1, Identification (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC), Enrollment Procedures and
Administration of the Home Language Survey (HLS). In Section 1, the question, “How do you
identify immigrant students?” is still present, but no longer defined. Additionally, the statement
about collecting the DUESS and the student’s immigrant code has also been removed (HCPS,
2013, p. 3; HCPS, 2017). There are no changes in the list of languages in which a parent may
request a translation of the HLS.
Section 2: English Language Proficiency Assessment (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC). There are
two notable changes in Section 2. The W-APT for Kindergarten is still being used as the English
Language Proficiency (ELP) assessment to screen young learners and meets the requirement for
Identification and Assessment as set forth in the first requirement of the 1990 Consent Decree.
As WIDA phased out the W-APT for grades one through twelve, school districts had to select
another assessment. Instead of selecting the WIDA Screener which replaced the W-APT,
Hillsborough County Schools chose to list “WIS for 1st – 12th Grade” (HCPS, 2017, p. 4). This
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appears to be an internal abbreviation for the WIDA Screener. The paragraph about sending a
Parent Notification of Assessment Delay letter if the assessment was not sent home within the
required time period is simply not present in this District ELL Plan cycle.
Section 3: Programmatic Assessment (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC). The part of Section 3 that
addresses the re-evaluation of ELLs that previously withdrew from the Local Education Agency
(LEA) or school district has changed. Directions about utilizing the original DEUSS or creating a
new one has been completely removed (HCPS, 2017, p. 7; HCPS, 2019, p. 7). It also states that
the WIDA Model English Language Proficiency (ELP) will be administered if there is not
current ELP data for the ELL Committee to consider (HCPS, 2019, p. 7). In this same section,
the ELL Student Plan development includes a small addition with possibly large repercussions.
Previously, the plan stated, “The ESOL Resource Teacher and the ELL Chair are responsible for
initial identification, assessment and development of the student ELL Plan…” (HCPS, 2017, p.
8). In the 2019 District ELL Plan, the statement now reads, “The ESOL Resource Teacher, ELL
Chair, and/or the Bilingual Education Paraprofessional are responsible…” (HCPS, 2919, p. 8).
Previously the plan was created by both the ESOL Resource Teacher and the ELL Chair. In this
district ELL plan, it could be interpreted that only the ESOL Paraprofessional could create the
student ELL Plan with the use of “or.” Although ESOL Paras, who often provide bilingual
support as well as one-on-one and small group ESOL accommodations and strategies which are
vital to the education of ELLs, are only required to either pass the ParaPro test or have an
Associate’s Degree. Paras are not required to have any additional ESOL training and have fewer
requirements than either the ESOL Resource teacher who is a certified teacher or the ELL Chair
who is either an administrator at the school or, in the case of secondary schools, can also be a
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Guidance Counselor. This could be a case of often the most marginalized students having their
educational path determined by the least qualified school personnel.
Section 4: Comprehensive Program Requirements and Student Instruction. Two new
progress monitoring tools have been added under Section 4 during this cycle; the ACT is added
as another criterion referenced test, and i-Ready is listed under ‘Other’. Previously, the SAT had
been listed, so it is not surprising that the ACT would also be included as both assessments are
used to determine a student’s preparation for college-level course work and are sometimes used
as substitutes for state content area assessments. According to the i-Ready Family Center
website, “The i-Ready diagnostic is an adaptive assessment that adjusts its questions to suit your
child’s needs. Each item a student sees is individualized based on their answer to the previous
question…. i-Ready Instruction provides students with lessons based on their individual skill
level and needs, so your child can learn at a pace that is just right for them” (see http://ireadycentral.com/familycenter/faqs/). There is a downloadable PDF, Tools for Instruction,
created to support teachers in modifying instruction for ELLs (see
https://www.curriculumassociates.com/products/teacher-toolbox), but it appears that this
assessment is more general to literacy instruction. It has been my experience as an ESOL teacher
that the i-Ready program has topics and readings that may not be culturally appropriate for some
ELLs.
Section 5: Statewide Assessment (Rule 6A-6.09091). In Section 5, the statement related to
ACCESS for ELLs has been removed. It previously stated that test administrators are trained in
accordance with WIDA guidelines. However, there is additional information about how
information is shared with parents including the on-line assessment calendar on the district webpage with a link to Google Translate. The Office of Programs for ELLs shares information at
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District Advisory Council (DAC) meeting, and reports are shared from the FLDOE and the Data
Recognition Corporation (DRC). WIDA uses DRC to manage data related to the ACCESS for
ELLs and WIDA Screener ELP assessments. The ACCESS for ELLs score reports are available
in 43 languages from DRC secure portal. The report is sent in English to school districts but can
be downloaded by those given access such as the ESOL Chair and possibly the ESOL Resource
Teacher as this is a site/school based decision. The Parent Guide for ACCESS for ELLs Score
Reports in 13 languages including English.
Section 6: English Language Proficiency Annual Assessment (Rule 6A-6.0903, FAC).
There are also some shifts in Section 6 regarding who is responsible for conducting exit
requirements for ELLs. During the previous cycle, The School/LEA (Local Education Agency)
based testing administrator, ESOL Teacher/Coordinator, and Bilingual Educational
Paraprofessionals were listed (HCPS, 2017, p.12). In this cycle, the terminology is quite specific
to Hillsborough County and lists the ELL Chairperson, ESOL Resource Teacher, and the
Bilingual Education Paraprofessional all under the “Other” check point (HCPS, 2019, p. 13).
This subtle shift appears to eliminate the school’s testing administrator from the process, yet it
has been my experience that this role is the same administrator who is also the ELL Chairperson
as that individual is typically the assistant principal at the elementary school level.
Section 7: Monitoring Procedures (Rule 6A-6.0903, FAC). The monitoring procedures
have some small procedural changes in how data are entered and stored (HCPS, 2019, p. 15).
There is also a large addition of information addressing professional practices, availability of a
copy of the District ELL Plan, and measures to ensure fidelity with the implementation of this
plan (HCPS, 2019, p. 16). In addition to the plan being available through the FLDOE ELL
Programs Office, it will now also be shared with the District Advisory Council (DAC) and
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Parent Leadership Council (PLC) at their meetings (HCPS, 2019, p. 16). Since the chairperson
for the District PLC must sign the plan before it is submitted to the FLDOE for approval, it
seems reasonable that this information would be shared during meetings of the membership of
these councils. There is overlap between the list of ways comprehensible instruction for ELL is
ensured and the ways the District ELL plan is implemented, including classroom observations,
walk-throughs, use of the ELLevation platform and the In-Class Strategies portal, and use of the
ESOL Strategies Checklist (HCPS, 2019, p. 16). According to the ELLevation website,
“ELLevation empowers teachers, administrators, and ELs with the only system designed to go
beyond compliance and impact instruction. With greater access to information and effective
measurement, ELLevation creates a higher level of accountability, helping everyone reach their
highest potential” (see https://ellevationeducation.com/home/default). This might be another
opportunity to collect data specific to secondary SLIFE to better understand how their instruction
is meeting their learning needs.
Section 8: Parent, Guardian, Student Notification and Rights. The list of descriptions
required “per the Every Student Succeeds Act and per state board rule” has been expanded to
include:
1. Identification as an ELL and placement in ESOL programs;
2. English language proficiency level of student;
3. Method of instruction including the use of native language instruction;
4. Meeting the needs and strengths of the student;
5. How the program supports both English development and meeting academic
standards leading to promotion and graduation;
6. Exit requirement from the ESOL Program;
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7. Student with an Individualized Education Program (IEP) for a disability; and
8. Parental rights related to removing, declining, and selecting an ESOL program.
(HCPS, 2019, pp. 16-17).
Several of the requirements listed above have implications for secondary SLIFE as well. One of
the only research supported way to increase the speed at which one learns another language is
through first language support (Thomas & Collier, 2019). Even when a school does not offer
bilingual or dual language programs, there is still often an ESOL para who speaks the first
language of the students. This linguistic support can address one of the strengths ELLs bring to
their educational experience, the knowledge of a LOTE. For secondary SLIFE, there is limited
time to acquire English language proficiency (ELP) and earn content area credits necessary for
grade promotion and graduation so they can move forward in their pursuit of college, career, and
successful life however they define it.
Parents are to be informed about the education of their children with regard to both
English language instruction and content learning. These are addressed through the following
programs:
•

Biannual District Advisory Council (DAC) Meetings;

•

Quarterly Office of Programs for ELLs literacy nights;

•

Quarterly Office of Programs for ELLs Spanish Story Time events;

•

Site-based literacy initiatives;

•

Site-based PLC meetings;

•

Interdepartmental district-wide parent engagement initiatives; and

•

Collaboration with the Tampa Bay Area Refugee Task Force. (HCPS, 2019, p. 18)
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The last program is the first mention of refugee status of students or families related to the
District ELL Plan in any of the four cycles that were reviewed for Hillsborough County Public
Schools.
Section 8 is also the place where school-to-home communications are listed. As of the
2019 plan, the following four items have been reinstated that were remove during the previous
cycle: “retention/remediation/good cause; parental choice options, school improvement status,
and teacher out-of-field notices; disciplinary forms; information about opportunities for parental
involvement such as volunteering, PTA/PTO, and SAC” (HCPS, 2019, pp. 18-19). However,
“information about the Florida Standards and the English Language Development (ELD)
Standards” were removed during this cycle (HCPS, 2019, p. 19).
Section 9: The Parent Leadership Council (Rule 6A-6.0904, FAC). No changes.
Section 10: Personnel Training (Rule 6A-6.0907 and 6A-1.0503, FAC). No changes.
Section 11: Extension of Services (Rule 6A-6.09022, FAC). “The procedures followed
when determining extension of services” have remained the same (HCPS, 2017, pp. 22-23;
HCPS, 2019, p. 26). However the three paragraph narrative describing the process have been
removed. Also, the assessment is now listed as “ACCESS for ELLs Paper” rather than
“ACCESS for ELLs 2.0” (HCPS, 2019, p. 27). The dropping of the 2.0 is a name change from
WIDA (see https://wida.wisc.edu/assess/access/tests). Specifically noting paper is a decision by
the FLDOE to have administer ACCESS for ELLs Paper rather than ACCESS for ELLs Online
(see https://wida.wisc.edu/memberships/consortium/fl). As an assessment trainer for WIDA, I
am aware that Florida is the only state in the WIDA Consortium that is planning to continue
using only the paper version of ACCESS for ELLs during the 2020-2021 academic year.
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Initial Reflections on Hillsborough District ELL Plans: During school registration
when HCPS school personnel met with new students and their parents to review their child’s
school records would be an optimal time to inquire about limited and interrupted formal
education if it is not documented in available records at hand. The placement of ELLs based on
age and not English language proficiency relates back to the discussion of Mariana in Chapter 1.
She was placed in fifth grade based on her age and the assumption that she would be retained due
to her limited English language proficiency. Although the Hillsborough District ELL Plan states
that the ESOL Resource Teacher will mentor content teachers of ELLs and model effective
research-based practices, this was not my experience. The 1990 Consent Decree required the
formation of Parent Leadership Councils (PLCs) to be part of policy making for ELLs at the
district level, and this requirement is codified in Florida Rule. Yet, during the 2010-2013 cycle,
the Hillsborough District ELL Plan did include informing parents of the PLC as one of the ways
they would notify parents of their rights. The coversheet of the District Plan is signed by the
Chairperson representing the District ELL Parent Leadership Council (PLC). During the 20132016 cycle, parents were then invited to the PLC but were no longer informed about parental
involvement opportunities including volunteering, PTA/PTO, and SAC. This shift from lack of
information at the district level to lack of information at the school level may silence the voices
of parents in the decision and policy making process.
Lee County Public Schools (LCPS)
First Cycle ELL Plan, 2010-2012. The District ELL Plan was originally signed by the
superintendent on October 8, 2008, the District PLC chairperson on September 5, 2008, and
approved by the FLDOE on February 3, 2009. Lee County Public Schools (LCPS) plan was
amended to address item 17 under Section 6, English Language Proficiency Assessment (Exit). It
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was signed by the superintendent on September 11, 2009, the District PLC chairperson on
September 15, 2009, and approved by the FLDOE on October 19, 2009.
Section 1: Identification. LCPS required parents of students new to the school district to
register their children at one of the three Student Assignment Offices where employees spoke
Arabic, French, Haitian Creole, Portuguese, and Spanish in addition to English. The district’s
website information was also available in English, Haitian Creole, and Spanish (LCPS, 2009, p.
3). The HLS is part of the student registration form, and it is completed by the parent/guardian at
the Student Assignment Office by a Student Assignment Specialist who enters the demographic
information into the district’s mainframe database (LCPS, 2019, pp. 3-4).
Section 2: English Language Proficiency Assessment (Placement). The ESOL
Coordinator/Administrator uses the Language Assessment Battery (LAB). The LAB is
administered within 20 days of the first day of attendance with students in K-2 taking only the
Aural/Oral (Listening/Speaking) domains and all other grades taking the entire LAB. The
Information Specialist at the SAO communicates the information with each school’s ESOL
Contact or designee about any new student with an affirmative response to one of the questions
on the HLS. The district insists that, “should a test delay, a Test Delay letter is sent to the parent
and testing is completed immediately” (LCPS, 2009, p. 5).
Section 3: Programmatic Assessment. To determine the prior academic experiences of
ELLs, information is gathered through previous school records, parental interviews, and/or
assessments. Interviews are conducted with parents, and assessments may also be given in the
native language. The response goes on to detail that Kindergarten students will be assessed in
English and Spanish while students in grades will be giving Spanish assessments in the areas of
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reading and math. For students who speak a language other than Spanish, their educational
background will be reviewed.
According to the plan, the assessments and the review have the same purpose of
ascertaining academic background in the native language to inform appropriate programming
(LCPS, 2009, p. 7). Certainly, assessments in the first language, interviewing parents, and
reviewing educational records can serve as data points to make determinations for placement and
services. However, there is a false equivalency. Since assessments are not necessarily available
in all of the languages of potential ELLs, it is understandable that not all students will be given
assessments in their first language. One possible way to address this disparity would be to have
an educational professional who is fluent in the language of the student interview them along
with their parents to get a better understanding of their math and literacy skills. If the student has
no prior learning experience or if it has been limited, and if the above procedures are incomplete,
then the student would be placed according to the age of the student. There is also the statement
that, “whenever necessary, an ELL Committee meeting is held to best determine appropriate
placement for students…” (LCPS, 2009, p. 7). I am left wonder what would constitute necessity
and who would make the determination if the committee did not meet.
If records are not readily available, in addition to the Spanish assessments and possible
parental interview, the school will try to contact the student’s previous school at least three
times. For middle grade students, the school will also follow the state guidelines for credit
retrieval. Additionally, high school students will have credits transferred from their previous
schools following the guidelines of the school board approved Student Progression Plan (LCPS,
2009, pp. 8-9).
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If a student leaves the school and is not enrolled in another school in Florida, then that
student will be re-evaluated for ESOL services (LCPS, 2009, p. 9). This plan considers the
possibility that the student may have limited English exposure or instruction while they were not
enrolled in Florida schools. The ELL Student Plan is developed by the ESOL Contact or
designee who collects testing data and the date the student was entered into the ESOL program.
This person gives these data points to someone with the title of Information Specialist. From
there, an ELL Student Plan is created which includes the student schedule and minutes per week
of ESOL services. The plan is placed in the student’s cumulative record and is updated annually
based on any new information including additional assessment data and ELL Committee
recommendations. The District ELL Plan notes that the student plan is known locally as “the
profile” (LCPS, 2009, p. 9). I would submit that the word ‘profile’ has a negative connotation as
in a person was profiled and does not lend itself to an assets-based framing of providing students
with services they are entitled to as a civil right.
Parents are notified about the placement of their children in ESOL services in writing
through a “standard letter used by all schools in a language the parents/guardians understand,
unless clearly not feasible” with the languages of English, Spanish, Haitian Creole, and
Portuguese being specifically noted (LCPS, 2009, p.10). Including English and Spanish, there
are only four languages in which the parental letter is written. It is unclear if it is ever feasible for
the district to translate the parent letter into any other language since they are not listed.
Section 4: Comprehensive Program Requirements and Student Instruction. Sheltered
English Language Arts, Sheltered Core/Basic Subject Areas, and Mainstream–Inclusion
Core/Basic Subject are listed as the instructional models provided to ELLs in addition to teachers
utilizing ESOL strategies. School administrators determine the best instructional programs to
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offer at their sites based on a variety of factors including scientific research as well as staff and
parent input (LCPS, 2009, pp. 10-11). Sheltered English Language Arts is a self-contained class
for ELLs where they are taught by an ESOL certified teacher. If that teacher is not bilingual, then
a bilingual Educational Paraprofessional may also assist with the Developmental English
Language Arts through ESOL class which is offered at the secondary level (LCPS, 2009, p. 11).
First language support by the teacher or the bilingual para is specifically mentioned to provide
language support, yet that support is only provided if a language other than English (LOTE)
spoken by the educators is the same language as that of the students. With the linguistic diversity
in schools and among the ELL population, it is unlikely that ELL students are always a
homogenous group of multilingual learners who share one LOTE. Mainstream Inclusion
Core/Basic Subject Area classes are taught with a certified teacher who incorporates ESOL
strategies or where the bilingual para pushes into the classroom to provide ESOL support. The
document specifically states that ESOL pull-out is prohibited (LCPS, 2009, p. 11). Pull-out is
when a student is removed from the classroom during instructional time and is taught in an
alternate location. Under the parameters of this description, there is a choice. Either the teacher is
required to use ESOL strategies, or the para is tasked with making the content comprehensible.
This dichotomy is problematic as the teacher has a deep knowledge of the content and could also
be providing ESOL strategies in addition to the linguistic support provided by the bilingual para.
Furthermore, the teacher who provides no strategies and relies solely on the expertise of the para
is abdicating responsibility as teacher of record for the ELL. The same requirements are listed for
the Sheltered Core Basic Subject Area model of instruction. However, this instructional model is
provided at the District’s International Center (LCPS, 2009, p. 11), leaving one to wonder if the
International Center is focused on those ELLs who are at the beginning of their English language
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learning trajectory. Attached to the District ELL Plan is a list of schools and the instructional
models for ELLs that are offered at each. It is notable that there are no ELL instructional models
provided at the District’s Exceptional Student Center (LCPS, 2009). According to both the 1990
Florida Consent Decree and IDEA (1975), schools are required to provide services to student
who are identified as both ELLs and students who have identified learning differences as
documented in an Individual Education Plan (IEP) or 504 Plan. As a civil rights issue, students
have a right to a free and appropriate education which includes all services they are entitled to.
With regard to equitable access to instruction, ELLs are offered the same courses as their
non-ELL counterparts. The Developmental Language Arts through ESOL course can be either in
addition to a regular Language Arts class with the same Sunshine State Standards (SSSs) or as an
elective to provide additional support for English language development. The document states
that the “complexity of the English language may be simplified” (LCPS, 2009, p. 11), which
could be interpreted as either access to the content or reduction in the rigor of the instruction.
Rather than reducing the complexity of language, the content could be scaffolded to support both
content learning and language development.
Although all instructional personnel are required to document what ESOL strategies are
used and for whom, how they are documented in Lesson Plans is at the discretion of each
school’s administration. The Principal or designee is then required to monitor lesson planning.
Furthermore, it is school level administrators that are tasked with “ensuring that all ELLs are
provided with comprehensible instruction” in the district (LCPS, 2009, p. 12). Documentation of
ESOL strategies is the recording of what strategies were used with each lesson. Evidence of
whether they were actually used or effective for the particular ELLs during those lessons is not
directly required. Rather the FCAT, CELLA, and Native Language Assessment (Aprenda) are
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used as progress monitoring tools to “ensure” that ELLs are learning both content and English
(LCPS, 2009, p. 12). Student progress is identical for ELLs and non-ELLs after the first two
years of enrollment for ELLs (LCPS, 2009, p.12.). During that two-year period, third graders are
exempted from mandatory retention based on their FCAT reading scores if those ELLs can
demonstrate “grade level performance in the native language” (LCPS, 2009, p.12). This policy
assumes that the student came to the school with first language literacy and is continuing to
develop it. Yet, there is no evidence in this policy that bilingual or dual language education is
being provided to support grade level first language literacy. In Kindergarten through fifth grade,
ELL Committees at the schools make recommendations about retention for ELLs while at the
middle grades the District focuses on credit retrieval as outlined in state law guidelines (LCPS,
2009, p. 13). Although parents are invited to attend ELL Committee meetings, decisions that are
made without them being present are sent home to the parents in the form of meeting minutes
and ultimately an official retention letter. This letter is again to be sent “in a language that
parents can understand, unless clearly not feasible” (LCPS, 2009, p.13). If it is not feasible as
determined by the school, parents could conceivably not know why their child was retained or
even that the decision had been made by the school. It has been my experience that parents of
ELLs often trust the expertise of school personnel to make decisions for their children and
believe that those decisions are made in the best interest of their children. If it is not feasible to
translate official school documents into a language that they read, it is possible that their children
who speak the same language may not be getting the support they need to be successful in school
learning new content while acquiring English.
Section 5: Statewide Assessment. The school Test Coordinator is tasked with making sure
that ELLs partake in the statewide assessments. The only ELLs that can be exempted are those
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whose Individual Education Plan (IEP) Committee has determined that it is not appropriate for
them to take these assessments (LCPS, 2009, p. 13). This is the first time the document has noted
that a student can be identified as both an ELL and a student with an IEP. Alternative assessment
for those ELLs who have been in an ESOL program no more than a year are available, but they
may be if it is recommended in the student’s IEP (LCPS, 2009, p. 14).
Section 6: English Language Proficiency Assessment (Exit). Scores from the CELLA and
the FCAT are used to determine exit for ELL student from the district’s ESOL program. There
are three paths to dismissal:
1. Meet the CELLA composite cut score requirement set by the school district and a
Level 3 or above on the Sunshine State Standards Reading Test, or
2. Meet the CELLA composite cut score requirement, earn a Level 2 on the FCAT
Reading, and the ELL Committee which must include the District ESOL
Specialist recommends dismissal from the program, or
3. Exceptional Student Education (ESE) student may exit by ELL Committee if they
meet criteria related to their disability and evidence that their scores are not a
result of a language barrier. (LCPS, 2009, pp. 14-15).
ELLs are dismissed after the standardized test scores from the CELLA and the FCAT are
received at the end of the year (LCPS, 2009, p. 16). While increased English language
proficiency supports English literacy, it does not guarantee reading skills found in standardized
English Language Arts assessments. The assessments are based on two different constructs. For
example, an ELP reading domain assessment is assessing reading comprehension skills in
English while an ELA reading assessment is assessing reading skills such as finding the main
idea, author’s purpose, inferencing, and so forth that are found in the state standards. All three of
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these paths to exiting the ESOL program have their merits on case-by-case basis; language
support should not be supplanted by ESE services nor should it be assumed that an ELL is
struggling with content learning for reasons unrelated to English language development. The
bilingual Education Paraprofessional is usually the ESOL Contact or designee who updates the
exit data, notifies the parent and verifies the information entered by the school’s Information
Specialist (LCPS, 2009, p. 16).
Section 7: Monitoring Procedures. Report cards and classroom performance are used to
document students’ progress for a period of two years after they have been dismissed from the
ESOL program. The ESOL Contact or designee is responsible for this monitoring including
filing report cards in the ELL Student Plan and the school’s Information Specialist enters this
information into the district’s mainframe computer. If it documented on the student report card
that the student is not passing all coursework, then an ELL Committee meeting is held to
determine if the student is struggling academically due to a language barrier. If so, then the
student may be readmitted into the ESOL program. The parents are invited to the meeting and
notified of re-entry into the program along with minutes from the meeting (LCSB, 2009, p. 17).
“If there is no evidence of a language barrier is discovered, the student may remain in the
mainstream, with recommendations for success documented on the ELL Committee minutes”
(LCSB, 2009, p. 17). If a language barrier is determined by test scores and not academic
performance as evidenced by low quarterly grades, ELLs who are struggling with the academic
language demands of their content courses may not be provided with the support they need to be
successful since recommendations are not required. There is no discussion in the District ELL
Plan as to how the ELL Committees recommendations are shared with the educators in the
school setting. Readmission into the ESOL Program, similar to initial admission, is the
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responsibility of the ESOL Contact or designee who collaborates with the Guidance Staff and
teachers who will provide the same type of instructional support for all ELLs receiving ESOL
Services, while the data is documented by the Information Specialist (LCSC, 2009, pp. 18).
Section 8: Parent/Guardian/Student Notification and Rights. Again, heritage language
assistance is provided to parents unless it is not feasible. The languages readily available are as
follows:
•

The School Assignment Office: English, Spanish, Haitian Creole, Portuguese, French,
and Arabic

•

Some ELL Committee meetings, District ESOL Specialists who attend: Spanish or
Haitian Creole

•

School Level ELL Committee meetings, personnel: Spanish, Haitian Creole, and any
other language is provided if feasible.

•

Teachers and Parent Requests: Spanish, Haitian Creole, and any other language may be
provided if feasible.

•

District-level communications and documents as well as translation and interpretation
services to the schools, ESOL Specialist Translators: Spanish and Haitian Creole.
(LCSB, 2009, p. 18)

The District ELL Plan goes on to have all home-to-school documents listed in the template are to
be into a language the parent/guardians understand with the notable exception of “Extension of
ESOL Instruction” (LCSB, 2009, pp. 18-19). Other documents such as the Student Code of
Conduct are also available in English, Spanish, and Haitian Creole (LCSB, 2009, p. 20). There is
an implicit acknowledgement that Portuguese, French, and Arabic are languages that are spoken
by the ELL population and their families in that there are speakers of these additional three
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languages where student registration occurs in the School Assignment Office, yet these
languages are not readily available at the ELL Committee meetings. While I understand that
there may be limited need for these additional languages as a percentage of the ELL population
and their families, it does beg the question as to why school-to-home communications are not
readily available in these additional languages. It seems as though this would be feasible since
there are already personnel that have linguistic ability in these additional three languages. For
standardized forms to be translated into high frequency languages in the student population
should be feasible. With the availability of translation services and electronic translation, this
feasibility might have been mitigated in the subsequent decade.
Section 9: Functions of the ELL Committee and the PLC. The District ELL Plan states
that the composition of the ELL Committee varies depending on what individual student issue is
being considered. However, the first core member listed in the parent or the guardian (LCSB,
2009, p. 20). This is interesting to me because many of the previous sections stated that the
parent was invited to the ELL Committee meetings, but it did not appear that they were
considered to be an integral part or a leading member since if they did not attend, they would be
informed in writing of the decisions made by the committee in their absence. All of the functions
listed on the form are checked with the exception of “referring an LF student being considered
for reclassification to appropriate compensatory, special and supportive services, evaluations,
and programs, if necessary” (LCSB, 2009, pp. 20-21). Put another way, students who are now
classified as former ELL students, where LF stands for Limited Former, but still require
additional support or differentiation of instruction for success are not given the benefit of the
expertise of the ELL committee to discuss the possibility that English language proficiency
development may be part of the cause for student academic difficulties. The notable member of
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the ELL Committee that may not be on other committees where these decisions and placements
are discussed would appear to be the ESOL Specialist who has specific knowledge about Second
Language Acquisition.
The Parent Leadership Councils (PLC) exist at both the school and district levels. “The
PLC is composed in the majority of parents of ELL students, school staff, District ESOL
Specialists” (LCSB, 2009, p. 21). Additionally, community members and business partners may
also be part of the PLC that meets at least two times a year to discuss issues related to the ELL
program and the students it serves (LCSB, 2009, p. 21). The ratios of members of the PLCs is
not specified although Board Rule 6A-6.0904 FAC clearly states the requirement that the
majority will be comprised of parents of ELLs who are currently in the ESOL program.
Although there are several parent members of the PLCs, there is no indication as to who has the
authority to make decisions for the group or the amount of input parents are afforded. The PLC
approves the District ELL Plan, and the parents of ELL students interact with the ESOL District
Specialists at PLC meetings (LCSB, 2009, p. 21). How are parents selected to be part of this
representative body? Do parents of SLIFE or other sub-groups of the ELL population have
representation on the school or district level PLCs?
Section 10: Personnel Training. The district provides both online and in person courses
to meet the ESOL Training Requirements (LCSB, 2009, p.22). There is no proficiency
requirement for teachers to provide instruction in a language other than English (LOTE), but
bilingual ESOL paraprofessionals are required to take an 18 hour training and demonstrate their
bilingual proficiency by reading a paragraph and translating a passage (LCSB, 2009, pp. 23-24).
The requirements for students to demonstrate proficiency in a foreign language is more
comprehensive and typically includes both an oral and written end of course (EOC) exam given
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by a certified teacher of that language. Educators who work with ELLs should be held to the
same standard at minimum. SLIFE who are learning content in a language they have yet to
acquire are on a shortened timeline to do so and often require extensive first language support to
make advanced content comprehensible.
Section 11: Title III, Part A, NCLB – Accountability. The effectiveness of programs is
determined by the FCAT scores of ELLs. Both CELLA and FCAT scores are used to determine
student growth and impact how funds are allocated for programs (LCSB, 2009, p. 24). However,
without disaggregated data showing how different sub-groups of ELLs are performing, the data
may mask the difficulties or successes of particular groups of ELLs such as SLIFE.
Second Cycle ELL Plan, 2013-2016. The District ELL Plan was originally signed by the
superintendent on March 26, 2013, the District PLC chairperson on the following day, March 27,
2013, and approved by the FLDOE on January 27, 2014. There does not appear to be a District
ELL Plan that was approved for the 2013 school year, but this may reflect the shift from a paper
document to an online document submission to the Florida Department of Education (FLDOE)
for approval.
Section 1: Identification (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC). There are no appreciable changes from
this cycle to that of the previous. However, the formatting is slightly different due to what
appears to be an update in the FLDOE District ELL Plan template.
Section 2: English Language Proficiency Assessment Placement (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC).
In this plan, in addition to the ESOL Coordinator/Administer being responsible for administering
English Language Proficiency (ELP) assessments, now “ESOL paraprofessionals have been
trained to administer the English language proficiency assessment” (LCSB, 2013, p. 4.). When I
was an ESOL lead teacher in public schools, this was sometimes a topic of discussion among the
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ESOL teachers as to whether or not it was appropriate for the ESOL paraprofessional to
administer and score the ELD assessment as this single score has huge implications for the
identification of ELLs and the provision of services. There were two concerns about the ESOL
paras: first, they have either passed the paraprofessional exam or have earned an associate’s
degree and are therefore less formally educated than the ESOL teacher; and second, bilingual
paras may not be as well versed in academic English. It was my experience that the three
bilingual ESOL paras that I was fortunate enough to work with were all quite capable of
administering and scoring the ELD assessment. I would still have to review the data to become
more familiar with the student performance of a student for whom I was to provide appropriate
ESOL accommodation and instruction than if I had simply given it myself.
Additional information has been added regarding the ELL Committee making
recommendations to place a student in ESOL services even if they have passed the ELD
assessment but appear to be having academic difficulties due to a “language barrier” (LCSB,
2013, p. 6). The District ELL Plan now states,
The following criteria is taken into consideration by the ELL Committee:
a. Extent and nature of prior educational or academic experience, social
experience, and a student interview;
b. Recommendation and observation by current and/or previous instructional and
supportive services staff;
c. Level of mastery of basic competencies or skills in English and/or heritage
language according to state or national criterion-referenced standards, if any;
d. Grades from the current or previous years. (LCSB, 2013, p. 6)
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The primary way a student is entered into ELL services is through the ELD assessment scores.
However, this revised policy has implications for SLIFE who may have enough English
language proficiency to minimally pass the assessment but who by definition have limited or
interrupted formal education that is likely to impact their academic achievement due to gaps in
content knowledge that is presupposed because it was included in state standards for previous
grades.
There is no longer a subsection addressing native language assessment. In the previous
cycle, the plan stated that there had been “procedures developed and implemented to assess
ELLs in their native language” (LCSB, 2009, p. 6). For older ELLs, it is quite possible that they
possess both academic language knowledge and literacy skills in their first language. For SLIFE,
they may have more practically applied literacy skills. As Thomas and Collier (2018) pointed
out, first language literacy supports second language development. To support both content
learning and English language proficiency development, knowledge about native language
proficiency could provide valuable information.
Section 3: Programmatic Assessment (Rule 6A-6.09022, FAC). An addition to “Grade
Level and Course Placement Procedures” is the addition which states, “The Evalyasyon
Konesans is given in Haitian Creole in the areas of Reading and Language for grades K-5”
(LCSB, 2013, p. 7). This parallels the Reading assessment given to Spanish speakers, but it does
not mention a Math component for Haitian Creole as there is one in Spanish. “In rare cases, the
Evalyasyon Konesans given in Haitian Creole in the areas of Reading and Language for grades
K-5 may be administered in grades 9-12” (LCSB, 2013). Although as an educator I understand
the need to want to gather data from multiple sources, using an assessment in a way it was not
designed to be use can be quite problematic. In my current role, I facilitate ELD assessment
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training to WIDA Consortium member states and educational agencies. As such, I have had the
opportunity to have conversations with those who work closely with assessment data, and there
is a danger in using assessments in a way they were not intended as the data may not be
interpreted or used correctly. In this instance, I have concerns that a secondary student who takes
an elementary assessment and scores as proficient in Haitian Creole literacy would be considered
proficient in that language even though the expectations for students in the upper grades are quite
different than for the younger ones. This certainly has implications for SLIFE who may have
limited literacy in their native language due to fewer opportunities for literacy instruction or even
access to print materials due to a variety of factors including economics.
Additional guidance has been added in the form of criteria to be taken into consideration
by the ELL Committee:
a. Extent and nature of prior educational or academic experience, social experience, and
a student interview;
b. Recommendation and observation by current and/or previous instructional and
supportive services staff;
c. Level of mastery of basic competencies or skills in English and/or heritage language
according to state or national criterion-referenced standards if any;
d. Grades from the current or previous years. (LCSB, 2013, p. 8)
This added criterion could inform best practices for SLIFE whose prior experiences can now be
taken into consideration when planning for this particular population of multilingual learners.
From this section, Parent Notification is no longer required on the template. Previously,
parents were notified by a standard letter used by all schools in English, Spanish, Haitian Creole,
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and Portuguese (LCSB, 2014, p. 10). I am left wondering how the parents are informed of
whether or not ESOL services are being provided to their children.
Section 4: Comprehensive Program Requirements and Student Instruction. While
Sheltered English Language Arts and Mainstream-Inclusion Core/Basic Subject Areas continue
to be offered as instructional models, Sheltered Core/Basic Subject Areas has been removed, but
both Mainstream-Inclusion English Language Arts and Dual Language (two-way)
Developmental Bilingual Education have been added (LCSB, 2014, p. 10). Developmental
Bilingual Education implies that it may be transitional where once ELLs have acquired moderate
English proficiency, they may no longer be offered first language support and development. The
document does not include description of added programs. Dual Language programs also have a
variety of criteria requirements and may not be offered at all grades.
A final change in this section of the District ELL Plan is that while the FCAT will
continue to be used as a progress monitoring tool, the FCAT Practice Test was added (LCSB,
2014, p. 12). Although the Aprenda, which is the same Spanish language proficiency test that is
administered when Spanish speaking ELLs are entered into the ESOL program, the Haitian
Creole test is not being used as a progress monitoring tool (LCSB, 2014, p. 12). There is no
explanation as to why only the Spanish assessment is included in this section. As stated
previously, it can be quite beneficial to know about the language proficiency in the first language
of ELLs.
Section 5: Statewide Assessment (Rule 6A-6.09091). The second cycle document does not
explicitly list the ESOL accommodations that are provided to ELLs during statewide
assessments, but rather states that, “The Test Coordinator and the school ESOL Contact ensure
that ELLs receive the test accommodations approved by the State of Florida” (LCSB, 2014, p.
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13). In the previous cycle, the document states that, “The Test Coordinator and the ESOL
Contact or designee work as a team to ensure that LY students taking Statewide Assessments are
offered and receive… accommodations” (LCSB, 2009, p. 13). There are several shifts in this
statement that are worth considering. The current document no longer directly states that they
will collaborate to provide the accommodations which the students are entitled. There is also a
shift from LY (limited English proficient) to ELL. Although the term limited English proficient
was replaced with ELL with NCLB (2001), LY is still entered into the data systems for school
districts in the state of Florida to indicate that a student is currently receiving ESOL services.
Finally, although the later plan still states that students receive accommodations, it no longer
states that they are offered. I wondered if this language was removed for redundancy or for
another reason.
Section 6: English Language Proficiency Assessment (Exit) (Rule 6A-6.0903, FAC). An
ELL Committee can exit a student from ESOL services without the benefit of FCAT and
CELLA scores. In 2014, specific criteria were added to the District ELL Plan. The student must
meet a minimum of two of the following criteria considerations:
•

Extent and nature of prior educational or academic experience, social experience,
and a student interview;

•

Written recommendations and observations by current and previous instructional
and supportive services staff;

•

Level of mastery of basic competencies or skills in English and heritage language
according to appropriate local, state or national criterion-referenced standards;

•

Grades from the current or previous years; or

•

Test results…. (LCSB, 2014, p. 15)
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There are both advantages and disadvantages to the ELL Committee being able to exit a student
from ESOL services without standardized test scores on both content area assessments and an
English language proficiency assessment. Although these assessments are required and meet
NCLB (2001) requirements for annual standardized assessments, the test scores may not be
available before the end of the academic year when placement and programmatic decisions are
made for the following school year. When the ELL Committee has authentic input from
members, then the dismissal could be to the advantage of the student by providing them with
opportunities at the secondary level to have opportunities to take different course work.
However, it is possible that the committee members could overestimate or overstate the English
language proficiency of a student prematurely and then be denying the student needed language
support and services.
Section 7: Monitoring Procedures (Rule 6A-6.09031, FAC). There are no changes from
the previous district plan.
Section 8: Parent/Guardian/Student Notification and Rights. The only change is small
but significant. Parents are now to be informed of “Extension of ESOL Program” (LCSB, 2014,
p.18). It was my experience that there was only federal funding provided under NCLB (2001) for
three years of ESOL program services. ELLs were allowed to continue in the program if
necessary, but there was no additional federal funding beginning in the fourth year. Therefore,
this was referred to as an extension of the ESOL program. As mentioned previously, Cummins
(1981) documented through his research that it takes five to seven years to acquire an additional
language. One could conclude that the three year period is an arbitrary number based on
something other than second language acquisition research. For secondary SLIFE, their time in
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schools is limited not necessarily by funding but rather by the age of the student when they enter
U.S. Schools.
Any discussion or details of how the documents that are shared with parents related to the
student code of conduct, parent involvement opportunities, the schools’ academic progress or the
monitoring of program compliance has been removed from the 2014 plan as it appears it is no
longer required in the document template (LCSB, 2014, pp. 19-20). Although the list of types of
written communication is still present, the lack of detail may cause concern as simply sending
home forms, even if they are translated into Spanish as well as Haitian Creole along with
English, may not contribute to ensuring that parents are well-informed and active participants in
their child’s education.
Section 9: The Parent Leadership Council (Rule 6A-6.0904, FAC). Previously, the plan
listed the core members with specificity, and in this plan it states, “The PLC is composed in the
majority of parents of ELL students, school staff, District ESOL Personnel and any guest
community members and business partners that may be present” (LCSB, 2014, p. 18). No longer
are the positions of the school staff listed, but there is the addition of community members and
business partners. This reflects a shift in whose expertise and input is called for; rather than
specific roles in the school there is now a focus on the larger community. I wonder if this is a
shift in what types of expertise are valued.
Section 10: Personnel Training (Rule 6A-6.0907 & rule 6A-1.0503, FAC). There is a
large shift in the requirements for bilingual paraprofessionals who provide support to ELLs in the
content area classrooms. The ESOL para must now complete an 18 hour training course, and if
they work in a Title I school, they are required to pass the Para-Pro test and complete courses.
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These requirements are in addition to reading and translating a text passage into the language
other than English (LCSB, pp. 2021).
Section 11: Extension of Services (Rule 6A-6.0922, FAC). During the previous cycle, this
section addressed NCLB Accountability. This is no longer a part of the template for District ELL
Plans. The ELL Committee meets to determine whether extension of services are necessary in
the ESOL program after the ELL has been enrolled in U.S. Schools for more than three years.
Two or more of the following criteria must be met and documented for the ELL Committee to
recommend the extension of services:
•

Extent and nature of prior educational or academic experience, social experience,
and a student interview;

•

Written recommendation and observation by current and previous instructional
and supportive services staff;

•

Level of mastery of basic competencies or skills in English and heritage language
according to appropriate local, state or national criterion-referenced standards
(CELLA);

•

Grades from the current or previous years; or

•

Test results other than those identified above (FCAT Reading). (LCSB, 2014, pp.
21-22)

This same list, or one quite similar to it, has appeared several times in this document and seems
to reflect thinking about the importance of multiple points of data to determine the best
placement and programming for multilingual learners. Secondary SLIFE students could benefit
from these considerations because they include more than grades and test scores, but also
recommendations of school personnel and even more importantly interviews with the student.
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These criteria have the potential to place student voice and self-advocacy at the forefront of this
process giving multilingual learners an opportunity to meaningful share in decision-making that
impacts their lives.
The only appendix in the Lee County District ELL Plan is the job description for an
Educational Paraprofessional, Instructional Support (LCSB, 2014). Although this employment
document does not specifically list an ESOL Paraprofessional, it includes “acts as a translator if
able and appropriate” under “Other Responsibilities” (LCSB, 2014, p. 24).
Third Cycle ELL Plan, 2016-2019. The District ELL Plan was originally signed by the
superintendent on July 26, 2016, the District PLC chairperson had previously signed it on June
17, 2016 and approved by the FLDOE on August 23, 2016.
Section 1: Identification (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC). There are two additional questions
addressed in the template under Section 1:
1. How do you identify immigrant students?
2. How is Date Entered US School (DEUSS) obtained in the registration process? (LCSB,
2016, p. 5)
Immigrant students are defined as being between 3 and 21 years of age, not born in the U.S.
including Washington D.C., and Puerto Rico, and have been in U.S. schools less than three years
(LCSB, 2016, p. 5). The first point of being up to age 21 means that secondary SLIFE may be
able to register for and attend high school beyond the typical 18 years. To determine when
students entered U.S. Schools, they are asked whether they have attended public schools in Lee
County specifically or anywhere in Florida. They are also asked if they have attended U.S.
schools previously. This information is collected through written questions on the Registration
Form (LCSB, 2016, pp. 5-6). The answer to questions regarding DUESS may not be as
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straightforward for multilingual learners who travel back and forth between the U.S. and another
country and may be having different cultural and linguistic educational experiences in the two
different settings. For secondary SLIFE who return to their home country, they may not
necessarily be registering and attending school in another country when they are there.
Section 2: English Language Proficiency Assessment (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC). One small
but possibly significant addition to this section is that the ELL Committee now can factor other
test results as a bases of an entry decision for students into ESOL Services. These other tests are
in addition to the Language Assessment Battery (LAB) which is used to assess English language
proficiency (ELP) (LCSB, 2016, p. 8). When making determinations about students, having
additional data points could provide additional insights into students’ current skills and abilities.
Section 3: Programmatic Assessment (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC). Another question that has
been added to this template asks, “What is the title of person(s) responsible for evaluating
foreign transcripts? How are they trained? How is documentation maintained?” (LCSB, 2016, p.
10). Although it may be important to know that the school counselor must be state certified and
hold a master’s degree in addition to being trained by the school district’s accrediting agency as
well as that the documentation is filed in the student’s cumulative folder that follows them
through their educational experience, it is also important that the question is being posed. For
secondary SLIFE, foreign transcripts include information that informs programmatic decision
making for that particular student.
When I was a high school Developmental Language Arts through ESOL teacher, I had a
student in my class who was from Southeast Asia. English was his third language which he had
learned in England. He was identified as an intermediate ELL and could share his educational
experiences with the school personnel. I should note he was not a secondary SLIFE student, but
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rather a well-educated young man. However, since there was no one at this particular school
district (which is not Lee County) who could read his high school transcript in the language it
was written, he was placed in regular Algebra as a sophomore so that he could earn the math
credit. Since he had already taken the content in him home country, he did extremely well in the
class even though he was still learning some of the academic English related to the content. As a
side note, he went on to be accepted to a prestigious STEM focused university in the U.S. and
attended after graduation.
Section 4: Comprehensive Program Requirements and Student Instruction. Although
there are no changes in the instructional models provided for ELLs, there is now a description of
Dual Language (Two-Way Developmental Bilingual Education). It is a 50/50 model where
instruction is balanced between English and a language other than English and is offered from
“kindergarten through at least fifth grade” (LCSB, 2016, p. 13). For secondary SLIFE students,
there are often limited opportunities to continue to develop their first language in the school
setting while adding English to their linguistic repertoire.
The template poses the question, “How does the LEA determine if the instructional
models are positively affecting student performance?” (LCSB, 2016, p. 14). The classroom
teachers are to monitor student performance using a variety of documents including report cards,
test scores, classroom observations, and ELD test scores from the WIDA ACCESS for ELLs 2.0
assessment (LCSB, 2016, p. 14). The answer to this question could provide great insights into
this research study if the data were disaggregated for ELL student sub-groups such as SLIFE. As
there have been changes in the statewide assessments, progress monitoring will now include data
points from the following tests: “WIDA ACCESS for ELLs 2.0, Florida Standards Assessment
(FSA), FCAT Science, and STAR Reading Assessment” (LCSB, 2016, p. 15).
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Finally, there is now explicit direction regarding retention for ELLs with the ELL
Committee making a recommendation and the principal determining the final course of action
(LCSB, 2016, p. 16). The ELL Committee meetings ensure that:
•

All prior records of the student have been reviewed;

•

ESOL strategies have been implemented in a timely manner and varied if not
successful;

•

Materials designed for the content and linguistic support of ELLs have been
used. The student was giving opportunities for remediation;

•

Strategies/interventions used to enhance the student’s achievement, mentor,
counselor, after-school tutoring, etc., were implemented and properly
documented via ELL Committee Minutes and/or a Multi-Tiered System of
Supports (MTSS) Plan.

•

The decision to retain an ELL student is not solely based on a student’s lack
of English proficiency. (LCSB, 2016, p. 16)

As in the case of Marianna, the decision to retain her was a foregone conclusion based almost
solely on her lack of English proficiency and her lack of academic achievement which was in
part a result of her not being provided comprehensible instruction to support both her English
development and content learning. When marginalized students are unsuccessful in their
educational settings, often they and their communities appear to be blamed for their lack of
achievement.
Section 5: Statewide Assessment (Rule 6A-6.09091, FAC). As mentioned previously,
there is a shift from the CELLA to the WIDA ACCESS for ELLs 2.0 as the annual English
language proficiency assessment given to ELLs. However, there is now additional information
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about the allowed ESOL Accommodations rather than simply referring the reader to “the text
accommodations approved by the State of Florida” (LCSB, 2016, p. 16). The listed
accommodations are now: flexible setting, flexible scheduling, assistance in Heritage language,
and approved dictionary (LCSB, 2016, p. 17). The ESOL teacher may now provide assistance
related to the test directions in the student’s first language (LCSB, 2016, p. 17). While there is no
statement about feasibility, I wonder if this is always possible given the diversity of languages
found in schools. According to the 1990 Florida Consent Decree, there is also no requirement to
have a bilingual paraprofessional who speaks the language of the ELLs until there are a
minimum of 15 ELLs at that school. The dictionary may be printed or electronic, but must be a
word-for-word dictionary (LCSB, 2016, p. 17). This ESOL accommodation is most helpful when
the ELL is well literate in their language, has previously worked with this type of dictionary in
the instructional setting, and has content literacy in their first language. As such, this
accommodation may not be particularly effective or supportive for secondary SLIFE. It should
also be noted that it is time consuming to look up more than the occasional word in the testing
situation. Although ELLs are often given extra time through flexible scheduling, the ELL must
complete the test session in one school day (LCSB, 2016, p. 17). I have witnessed high school
ELLs taking hours to complete an assessment when it should have taken a fraction of that
amount of time because they are so focused on looking up the majority of words in both the
prompt and the multiple-choice options. This testing situation becomes a test of perseverance and
perhaps endurance which makes me wonder how it impacts the validity and reliability of the
assessment data.
Section 6: English Language Proficiency Annual Assessment (Rule 6A-6.0903, FAC).
This section of the plan specifically addresses the shift from the CELLA to the ACCESS. ELLs
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are now required to earn an Overall Composite Score of 5 and at least a score in the four
language domains of Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing if they are taking the WIDA
ACCESS for ELLs 2.0, but ELLs with a significant cognitive disability who take the WIDA
Alternate ACCESS for ELLs 2.0 need to earn at least a P1 composite score (LCSB, 2016, p. 18).
Additionally, students need to also pass the English Language Arts (ELA) FSA assessment
appropriate to their respective grade level (LCSB, 2016, p. 18). Although having intermediate
English language proficiency does not mean that an ELL will pass the ELA FSA which is based
on content standards, having ELP does support success on the ELA FSA. By requiring both,
ELLs may not be dismissed from ESOL services based solely on one formal assessment of their
English language development level. As such, students may continue to receive ESOL support
for all of their content areas.
Section 6 also adds the School/LEA (Local Education Agency) based testing
administrator to the ESOL Teacher Coordinator, and School based ESOL Contact that were
previously listed as “responsible for conducting the exit assessments” (LCSB, 2016, p. 19). This
addition assumes that the testing administer is well versed in providing appropriate ESOL
accommodations during the test administration of ELP assessments that can have a profound
impact on the students’ access to equitable educational opportunities and appropriate support.
There is also specific guidance for exiting ELLs from ESOL services if the ACCESS and
FSA scores have not been returned at the end of the academic year. Of the following criteria, the
ELL Committee must use two to justify their decision:
1. Extent and nature of prior educational and social experiences;
2. Observations of current and previous instruction and support services;
3. Level of mastery of basic competencies in English;
177

4. Grades from current and previous years; and
5. Test results other than those used in initial language proficiency assessment. (LCSB,
2016, p. 20)
As with other documentation, the Exit Letter is required to be sent to parents in their native
language when feasible whether or not they were active members of the ELL Committee for
their child. It is that feasibility clause that has implications for parents of ELLs and whether they
are informed of decisions made to no longer formally provide language support and services.
Section 7: Monitoring Procedures (Rule 6a-6.0903, FAC). After ELLs are exited from
ESOL services, they are monitored for a two-year period. In addition to report card grades and
classroom performance, the ELL Contact or designee will also use teacher documentation as
input (LCSB, 2016, pp. 20-21). Classroom performance and report card grades provide valuable
information about student achievement, but the observations both of the student and the things
that they notice about the student help to create a broader picture of the student and their current
skills. However, there is also the issue of how the teacher and the ELL Contact or designee
interpret these data points and observations. I have heard teacher’s characterize
underperformance by students based on perceived deficits in the student, their parents, and
community, rather than a lack of appropriate supports and interventions to achieve shared
learning goals.
Section 8: Parent Guardian, Student Notification and Rights. The School Assignment
Offices have expanded to include employees that speak Haitian Creole, Portuguese, French, and
Arabic in addition to English and Spanish as was reported in the previous cycle (LCSB, 2016, p.
22; LCSB, 2014, p. 17). However, only Spanish and Haitian Creole speaking personnel are
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mentioned for all other meetings and of course the notation that other languages will be available
whenever feasible (LCSB, 2016, p.22).
Section 9: The Parent Leadership Council (Rule 6A-6.0904, FAC). Previously, the PLC
was documented as School Level and District Level and now it is reported at the LEA Level and
not the School Level (LCPS, 2016, p. 24). This deletion means that the PLC now is only at the
Local Education Agency Level which is synonymous with the school district but is a more
inclusive term since “school district” is not a universal term. There is no longer documentation
that there is a PLC at the school level. Although schools have Parent Teacher Associations
(PTAs), they may not be as representative of the parents of ELLs. I wonder what effect this shift
has on school-based decision making regarding the District ELL Plan.
Section 10. Personnel Training (Rules 6A-6.0907 and 6A-1.0503, FAC). There are no
changes other than formatting in this District ELL Plan.
Section 11: Extension of Services (Rule 6A-6.09022, FAC). Additional information
specifying that ACCESS for ELLs 2.0, Alternate ACCESS for ELLs 2.0, and LAB test scores
are used to make determination about eligibility for continuation in the ESOL program (LCSB,
2016, p. 29). This specificity adds to the information used to guide LEAs decision making.
This LCSD ELL Plan also includes 7 appendices of district forms:
1. ELL Committee Minutes Basic-L in English, Haitian Creole, and Spanish
2. Review of ELL Educational Background in English, Spanish, Haitian Creole,
Portuguese, and German
3. Sample LY Profile in English Only
4. Instructional Models for ELLs
5. ESOL Test Accommodations Notice in English, Spanish, and Haitian Creole
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6. Parent notification of upcoming ACCESS for ELLs 2.0 administration in English and
Spanish
7. Job Description for ESOL Paraprofessional.
It is interesting that a Review of ELL Educational Background is available in German when
there is no other mention of any services being offered in German in the 2016-2019 District ELL
Plan. I wonder if this reflects a change in student population or simply a linguistic resource
found in school personnel in the district.
Fourth Cycle ELL Plan, 2019-2022. The District ELL Plan was originally signed by the
superintendent on February 26, 2019, the District PLC chairperson signed it previously on
November 28, 2018, and it was approved by the FLDOE on April 12, 2019.
Section 1: Identification (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC). Regarding how the LEA helps students
and their parents who speak a language other than English when registering, the following
statement has been added, “Where available, community language facilitators can also assist
with translating or interpreting registration documents, as well as transportation and other
pertinent school information” (LCSB, 2019, p. 4). This statement appears to imply that this
assistance would be facilitated by the LEA rather than being the sole responsibility of the parents
who are registering their child. For minority language students and parents, community support
may be feasible particularly if there is a growing immigrant population with this shared language
other than English. This language support could assist in the process of completing forms and
learning about school requirements and programs so that informed decisions are made on the part
of both the school and the student’s parents.
Section 2: English Language Proficiency Assessment (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC). In this
cycle, only the ESOL Coordinator/Administrator is responsible for giving either the WIDA
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Screener or the CELLA Online as an ELP screening assessment to determine eligibility of a
student to be identified as an ELL (LCSB, 2019, p. 5). No longer is a bilingual para allowed to
administer the ELP assessment as they were in the previous cycle (LCSB, 2016, p. 6). As
mentioned previously, there may have been concerns as to the appropriateness of having a
bilingual paraprofessional give an assessment that determines the eligibility of a student for
ESOL Services. Since Florida is a local control state, LEAs may determine which ELP screening
instrument to use from a list of FLDOE approved assessment. With the pivot from the CELLA to
the ACCESS as the annual ELP assessment to meet ESSA (2015) requirements, the CELLA
Online which previously was used for annual assessment has been repurposed to be used as an
ELP screener for identifying potential ELLs. Alternately, the WIDA Screener can be used. As a
WIDA employee, I am aware that not only does the WIDA Screener align to the WIDA
ACCESS but it can also be administered at no additional cost in the online format for states such
as Florida that are WIDA Consortium members.
Section 3: Programmatic Assessment (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC). The Spanish language test
for Kindergarten entry and first through twelfth grades in the content areas of Reading and
Mathematics as well as the Haitian language test of Reading and language for grades k-5 have
been removed. There is a blanket statement made, “Students may be assessed for skills and
school-readiness competencies in addition to English language assessments” (LCSB, p. 6). It is
unclear as to whether this means the Spanish Aprenda and the Haitian Creole Evalyasyon
Konesans are still administered to students who speak either language when they are registered
in the school district. This information could be particularly useful for secondary SLIFE students
to help determine their first language literacy and language skill when considering course
placement.
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In the subsection on “Grade Level and Course Placement Procedures for grades nine
through 12,” there is no mention of native language assessment. However, there is now the
possibility of secondary students being given high school credit without a transcript through the
process of creating documentation through the use of the programmatic assessment form (LCSB,
2019, p. 7). “In the absence of transcripts or prior educational experience, diagnostic/placement
tests and interviews may also be used as a guideline” (LCSB, 20189, p. 7). Furthermore, the age
of the student should also be considered. As in so many areas of the plan, translators are
provided when feasible, and parents may provide input during the ELL Committee meeting
where placement determinations are made (LCSB, 2019, p. 7). All of these considerations have
implications for secondary SLIFE as they are older students who may have come from areas and
situations where there are no formal academic records, or they are not obtainable. Even thinking
back to my Guatemalan student whose school did not have electricity or running water, there was
no way to obtain school records electronically.
There is a shift in assessments for screening potential ELLs to the CELLA or the WIDA
Screener as expected with the replacement of the CELLA as the annual English language
proficiency assessment with WIDA ACCESS for ELLs 2. 0. More importantly, there is an
additional statement that the plan will be informed by current teacher input regarding both
socialization and participation in the mainstream classroom (LCSB, 2019, p. 9). Certainly,
student performance in academics informs the ELL Student Plan but secondary SLIFE often
have challenges based on cultural differences and lived experiences that should be taken into
consideration when planning how to best meet their needs in the school setting.
Section 4: Comprehensive Program Requirements and Student Instruction. MainstreamInclusion English Language Arts was removed this cycle as an offered instructional model, but it
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is still described “ELLs in mainstream-inclusion Language Arts and core subject areas receive
comprehensible instruction through ESOL strategies, supplemental materials and language
support in classes with both ELLs and non-ELLs (LSCB, 2019, pp. 9-10). Perhaps the Language
Arts class is considered a core subject and therefore was not listed as a stand-alone instructional
model.
Also removed from this section is the list of what ELL Committee meetings are required
to do before recommending retention for an ELL. Specifically, the discussion or ESOL strategies
and interventions have been deleted (LCSB, 2019, p. 16). This guidance provided some clear
direction as to the importance of supporting ELLs before pronouncing that they have failed with
the consequence of retention. When a student who is learning new content while learning a new
language and culture, additional appropriate scaffolding and differentiation is in order. If ELLs,
particularly secondary SLIFE, do not receive these additional supports, is it reasonable to expect
them to achieve academic success in the school setting?
Section 5: Statewide Assessment (Rule 6A-6.09091, FAC). In the previous cycle, there
was a shift to the WIDA ACCESS for ELLs 2.0 as the annual English language proficiency
assessment, and this is still the case, yet the description of testing accommodations has been
abbreviated without any of the actual accommodations being removed (LCPS, 2019, p. 13). The
subsection, “ACCESS for ELLs assessment programs” includes additional information including
that parent will be notified by letter about statewide testing policies, allowable testing
accommodations, and outcomes of the assessments (LCSB, 2019, p. 14). Again, parents are
notified in a language they can understand when feasible. Individual Student Score Reports (ISR)
are available from WIDA in multiple languages as are parent guides for interpreting those scores.
As a WIDA employee, I am aware that the ISR is translated into 39 languages while the
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interpretive guide is available in 14 languages. Although this is not an exhaustive list of
languages by any means, it is more comprehensive than what is provided directly from the
school district. For parents to make informed decisions about the education of their children, it is
important that they have access to the data that is collected through annual assessments.
Section 6: English Language Proficiency Annual Assessment (Rule 6A-0903, FAC). In
2016, the WIDA Consortium went through standards setting with their consortium members. As
a result, there were adjustments to the scale scores required to achieve the interpretive
proficiency level scores to reflect the rigor in the college and career ready content standards
found throughout the U.S. Florida chose to reduce their exit requirements from a 5.0 overall
composite score and a 4.0 or greater in each of the language domains on the ACCESS to a 4.0
overall composite score and a 4.0 or greater only in the language domain of reading (LCSB,
2016, p. 18: LCSB, 2019, p. 15). One of my greatest concerns with this state reduction is that
ELLs who truly need continued language support could be denied services because they met this
minimum requirement.
Section 7: Monitoring Procedures (Rule 6A-6.0903, FAC). The list of Monitoring
procedures now also has classroom performance listed where it was previously in the description
(LCSB, 2019, p. 17). The language has softened from internal and mock audits to walk-through
observations and reviews of documentation of compliance (LCSB, 2019, p.18). The less
stringent and prescriptive language may be a difference in writing style or a lack of emphasis on
the importance of monitoring programs for ELLs.
Section 8: Parent, Guardian, Student Notification and Rights. There are major changes to
this section this cycle. There are details added about events hosted by the ESOL Department,
including the likelihood of available baby-sitting services which in my experience increases
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parental turnout, but there have also been many communications from the school that are no
longer going to be sent in languages other than English including:
•

Reclassification of former ELLs,

•

Growth in language proficiency (Listening, Speaking, Reading, Writing),

•

Exemption from FSA in ELA for ELLs with DEUSS less than one year,

•

Retention/Remediation/Good Cause,

•

Transition to regular classes or course change,

•

Special programs such as Gifted, ESE, Advanced Placement, Dual Enrollment, Pre-K,
Career and Technical Education, Charter schools, and student support activities,

•

Free/reduced price lunch,

•

Parental choice options, school improvement status, and teacher out-of-field notices, and

•

Disciplinary forms. (LCSB, 2019, pp. 19-20)

If these communications are important to send home to parents in English, it begs the question as
to why they are not important enough to provide in languages other than English to parents of
ELLs. The growth in language proficiency is translated by WIDA and available online and on
demand from the WIDA AMS (Assessment Management System) to the school and district
assessment coordinators who can print them out. An English copy is sent to the school, and it is
recommended by WIDA that both an English and a language other than English (LOTE) version
be sent home rather than the LOTE version replacing the English one (WIDA Interpretive Guide
for Score Reports, 2019, p. 2, see https://wida.wisc.edu/sites/default/files/resource/InterpretiveGuide.pdf). Many of the communications are standard documents that could be created as
fillable forms requiring only student specific information to be translated thus making it more
feasible to send these types of school communications home. For the parents of secondary
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SLIFE, there are only a few years left in the K-12 public school system for their children, and
their opportunities need to be maximized in order to provide the most productive educational
experience to support their learning goals.
Section 9: The Parent Leadership Council (Rule 6A-0604, FAC). In the previous cycle,
the Parent Leadership Council (PLC) met at least twice a year but often met more often (LCSB,
2016, p. 24). In this cycle, the PLC only meets once a year (LCSB, 2019, p. 21). It goes on to
state that “the primary function of the PLC is to make recommendations for the District ELL
plan, and review policies which are instrumental in the approval process” (LCSB, 2019, p. 21). It
also states that “the PLC develops a school environment that encourages two-way
communication between the home and the school” (LCSB, 2019, p.21). There appears to be a
tension in how the schools are required to communicate formally with parents of ELLs as noted
in the previous section to inform the plan, as well as other services and programs that impact
ELLs and their parents. If an authentic dialogue is desired between the school and the homes of
ELLs, then parents need to be well informed and authentically involved in transformational
decision making that has a real positive impact on the lives of their children.
Section 10: Personnel Training (Rules 6A-6.0907 and 6A-1.0503, FAC). There have not
been major updates for teachers, but there is specificity added regarding Bilingual Education
Paraprofessionals:
Applicant for Bilingual Education Paraprofessional positions at school sites must pass an
oral and written screening or show language fluency through an interview in one of the
following languages: Spanish or Haitian Creole, which is administered at the school site.
These languages are representative of the top languages spoken by English language
learners in our district. (LCSB, 2019, p. 25)
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The information about what languages are spoken in Lee County Schools is not easily accessible
as it is not listed in The School District of Lee County website nor on the Florida’s PK-12
Education Information Portal (see
https://www.leeschools.net/cms/one.aspx?portalId=676305&pageId=1306877;
https://edstats.fldoe.org/SASWebReportStudio/gotoReportPage.do?pageNumber=35&tocOpen=
open). The school district website does provide some information on the landing page in the two
aforementioned languages, so it is likely that these are the most prevalent after English. I wonder
what ELLs and their parents do when they speak language outside of Spanish and Haitian
Creole.
Section 11: Extension of Services (Rule 6A-6.09022, FAC). Finally, there has been a
change in the language proficiency assessments that are being used. LEAs are now to use
ACCESS for ELLs or WIDA Screener as the Listening and Speaking Proficiency Assessment,
and these two assessments along with the FSA ELA as the Reading and Writing Proficiency
Assessment to determine extension of services for ELLs (LCSB, 2019, p. 26). In addition to
there being a change in the language screening instrument, the FSA ELA has been added. Since
the state of Florida has chosen to reduce the level of English language proficiency as determined
by the ACCESS for ELLs to be considered no longer in need of ESOL services, the FSA ELA
requirement provides an additional data point to determine English language proficiency as it
less likely that a student who is still in need of language support would be able to pass the state’s
standardized English Language Assessment that is aligned with ELA state standards. For
secondary SLIFE, this additional FSA ELA requirement may be a determining factor in their
continued access to ESOL support and accommodations.
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The only appendix added to the 2019-2022 Lee County District ELL Plan is a Sample LY
Profile which appears to be a printout for a sample student from the district database for a high
school LY ELL.
Initial Reflections on Lee District ELL Plans. By having an intake center, Lee County
may be better equipped than individual schools to address the needs of newcomers in general and
secondary SLIFE in particular. When registration happens at the local school, the registrar or
data entry operator may not be well versed in working with potential ELLs and their parents
particularly if the school has low ESOL numbers in their school population.
Under instructional models used in the school district, the prohibition of pull-out
programs is reiterated across sections and plan cycles. This district decision has the possibility of
both positive and negative consequences. It has been my experience that when there are pull-out
services where students are taught in an alternate location, students often miss core content
instruction unless there is co-planning between the classroom teacher and the ESOL teacher or
paraprofessional. This can also occur when the student is being taught an alternate curriculum in
the same classroom space perhaps at a side or back table. Sometimes it can be useful and
appropriate to pull-out to provide ESOL support, for example, when a student is reluctant to have
what is perceived as remedial support even though they were high achieving students in their
previous schooling experiences before attending U.S. schools. Conversely, it might be
appropriate to work in a separate location when the skills are foundational and are likely to cause
embarrassment to the student. For example, when I was a high school ESOL lead, I would work
with newcomers separately when learning the English alphabet. One particular student comes to
mind related to this situation. He was an Arabic speaker and needed to learn the English Latinbased alphabet unlike his Spanish speaking peers. I taught him the alphabet song that is often
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taught to very young learners to support beginning English literacy. Then I posted in my
classroom above my white board the alphabet on sentence strips. I chunked the alphabet into
different colors based on the natural breaks of the song. I would often see the student visually
refer to the alphabet strips when using his word for word dictionary to support his use of this
very specific ESOL accommodation.
Polk County Public Schools (PCPS)
First Cycle ELL Plan, 2010-2012. During this time, Chane Eplin was the ESOL
Director for Polk County Schools and during the next District ELL Plan, he would become the
FLDOE SALA Chief who approves the District ELL Plans for the entire state of Florida (PCSB,
2008; PCSB, 2014). The plan was signed and dated by the superintendent on October 8, 2009.
However, there is no signature for the Chairperson representing the District ELL Parent
Leadership Council (PLC) even though the final plan discussion date was noted as October 1,
2008, nor is there a cover letter of acceptance from the FLDOE provided in this document
request.
Section 1: Identification. Students are enrolled at individual school sites. The registration
form is available in English, Spanish, and Haitian Creole, but registration forms can also be
accessed through TransACT which “is an online translation library of school forms correlated
with No Child Left Behind available to the entire district through the ESOL department” (PCSB,
2008, p. 3; see https://www.transact.com/). During the registration process, school personnel
help parents in their first language when feasible (PCSB, 2008, p.3). The Home Language
Survey form is available in English, Spanish, and Haitian Creole and is also available in an
additional eight languages through TransACT, but the specific languages are not listed in this
document. The ESOL Department created a handbook along with Workforce Development, and
189

it is written in eight languages which are not provided in the District Plan. Readers of the plan
are directed to Appendix B which is a document from TransAct with the statement, “Please point
to the language you understand” with 26 languages listed including English (PCSB, 2008, p. 4 &
p.39). The purpose for this statement is to then identify possible future translation support if it is
not currently available at the school site (PCSB, 2008, p. 4 & p. 38). A wide variety of
documents are listed in order to collect student demographic information including health
records, school documents, religious documentation, and so on (PCSB, 2008, p. 4). This
collection of documents may provide additional opportunity for secondary SLIFE students to
have more accurate data recorded. While the Registrar, Guidance Counselor, and
Paraprofessional are responsible for processing HLSs with affirmative responses for languages
other than English, the Registrar, Data Entry Clerk, and District ESOL TRST are responsible for
gathering and documenting student demographics (PCSB, 2008, p. 4). Please note, the position
District ESOL TRST is not further defined by spelling out the acronym.
Section 2: English Language Proficiency Assessment (Placement). A variety of personnel
including the Registrar, ESOL Coordinator/Administrator, School Based Administration,
Guidance Counselors, Paraprofessionals, and ESOL Teacher are all listed as “responsible for the
English language assessment of potential ELLs” (PCSB, 2008, p. 5).
The IDEA Proficiency Tests (IBT) are used to assess the English Language Proficiency
of potential ELLs to determine their eligibility for ESOL services (PCSB, 2008, p.5). The rather
lengthy list provides schools flexibility but could also potentially be problematic if there are
different approaches to administering the assessment. The ELL Committee invites the parents to
the meeting to determine appropriate programming for the student after they have been identified
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as an ELL. The school informs the parent of actions and recommendations if they do not attend
in a language the parent can understand whenever feasible (PCSB, 2008, p. 8).
Spanish speaking ELLs are also assessed in their native language with the IDEL, which is
the Spanish language version of the English fluency assessment known as DIBELS, or with the
Spanish IPT Oral Test if the student is enrolled in a Dual Language Program (PCSB, 2008, p. 8).
Although it is quite helpful to have additional data from native language assessments, it has been
my experience that they are often not available in a wide variety of languages.
Section 3: Programmatic Assessment. When considering awarding credits, English
credits earned in countries where the primary language is not English will serve as foreign
language credits and native language credits will be transferred as language arts credits as these
are the courses where literacy is learned (PCSB, 2009, p. 9). This is particularly important for
secondary SLIFE who are most likely to be missing credits due to educational interruptions. If
students have limited or no prior formal education, then they will be placed based on the age of
the student (PCSB, 2008, p. 9). Although it may seem reasonable to place students with younger
peers who are learning content that they have yet to learn, this denies students placements that
are socially and developmentally appropriately. Additionally, if secondary SLIFE do not have
access to grade level content, they will not be able to catch up to their peers with regards to
content learning. The guidance counselor or administrator will evaluate school records including
transcripts, interview the parent and/or the student, and review assessments including English
language proficiency and first language if available to determine appropriate placement when
complete school records are unavailable (PCSB, 2008, p. 9).
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In addition to English language proficiency assessments in the domains of Speaking and
Listening, the ELL Committee must take two or more of the following criteria into consideration
when determining ELL:
•

Extent and nature of prior educational and social experiences; and student interviews.

•

Written recommendations and observations by current and previous instructional and
supportive services staff.

•

Level of master of basic competencies or skills in English and/or home language
according to appropriate local, state, and national criterion referenced standards.

•

Grades from the current or previous years.

•

Test result other than those from the assessments of listening/speaking, including but
not limited to, assessment or reading/writing. (PCSB, 2008, pp. 10- 11)

The information is repeated for each of the grade level clusters: elementary, middle, and high
school. LEP Plans are created by the ESOL teacher and/or the ELL Committee. It is this
document that includes the services an ELL is currently receiving. Parents are notified in a
standard letter that is available in English, Spanish, French, Haitian Creole, and other languages
available through TransACT (PCSB, 2008, p. 12). This is the first mention of French, but it
makes sense since French was the official language of Haiti, a former French colony. Today both
French and Haitian Creole are recognized, but French is often given a higher status due to the
diglossic nature of the dual languages in the country (see
https://www.britannica.com/topic/Haitian-Creole). In Polk County, signs for houses of worship
and other businesses can be seen printed in Haitian Creole.
Section 4: Comprehensive Program Requirements and Student Instruction. The following
instructional models are found in Polk County schools according to this District ELL Plan:
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Sheltered English Language Arts, Mainstream-Inclusion English Language Arts, MainstreamInclusion Core/Basic Subject Areas, and Dual Language (Two-Way Developmental Bilingual
Education) (PCSB, 2008, p. 13). Additionally, as per the 1990 Consent Decree, when there are
15 or more students who speak the same native language, there is either a bilingual
paraprofessional or a resource teacher who is proficient in that language. There is also the option
to offer Developmental Language Arts through ESOL at the secondary level if there are
sufficient numbers of ELLs at the school to warrant such an elective class to support English
language development and literacy (PCSB, 2008, p. 13). Having taught Developmental
Language Arts through ESOL at a high school, I have experience differentiating instruction to
support this development including SAT and ACT prep for advanced ELLs who are having
challenges passing state mandated assessments required for graduation, high interest/low
readability texts to support what they are reading in their content classes for more intermediate
ELLs and beginning English literacy skills including sound-letter correspondence for true
newcomers. For secondary SLIFE, this type of course can be a safe space where students explore
content, language, and culture.
This District ELL Plan also notes that the results from state assessments “are
disaggregated and evaluated to determine appropriate programming for each student” (PCSB,
2008, p. 14). These data are not available outside of the school even though collected. If it were
available, it would be informative at both the district and state level when considering program
effectiveness for different ELL sub-groups including SLIFE. District and School Level
Administrators are tasked with ensuring ELL are provided with comprehensible instruction
including the use of ESOL accommodations. Some schools may also provide after school or
evening programs to support the learning that is taking place in class (PCSB, 2008, p. 14).
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Assessments including FCAT Practice Tests, the FCAT, and the CELLA or IPT are used as
monitoring tools to document that ELLs are developing their English language proficiency
(PCSB, 2008, p. 15). Although these assessments are on the template checklist, the District Plan
did not add any other ways to monitor progress other than these formalized tests.
This plan includes a long list of Good Cause Indicators for Promotion of ELL students
who have been in the program for no more than two years. These include:
…educational background, time in the country, academic progress during school year
(reference to ESOL strategies), cultural adjustment, home support, age appropriateness,
progress with Language Arts/ESOL benchmarks, progress with English language
proficiency, progress based on interventions recommended in Academic Success plan,
Programmatic Assessment data, mobility (migrant), and assessment data in the native
language. (PCSB, 2008, p. 15)
Although these factors can relate to ELLs generally, many of them are quite prevalent with
SLIFE including educational background, cultural adjustment, and age appropriateness.
If an ELL is being considered for retention, then the ELL Committee serves as the
Academic Success Plan Committee for them. The parents are invited and notified of decisions
made by the committee; these decisions must be agreed upon by the majority of the committee
members (PCSB, 2008, p. 16). This additional stipulation appears to be supportive of reducing
ELL retentions.
Section 5: Statewide Assessment. There is a “No Exemption Policy for the Statewide
Assessment Program” meaning that all ELLs will participate in statewide assessments with the
following accommodations as appropriate: extra time and alternate timing, English to heritage
language dictionary access, testing in a different room, and the ESOL or heritage teacher
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administering the assessment and providing directions in the ELL’s heritage language if asked to
do so (PCSB, 2008, pp. 16-17). The county’s No Exemption Policy reinforces the idea that ALL
student are worthy of assessment. However, it is important to consider how the data from these
standardized assessments is used. For secondary SLIFE students, these types of assessments pose
additional challenges such as yet to be acquired English proficiency and content knowledge as
well as familiarity with testing format and even cultural bias in some assessments.
Section 6: English Language Proficiency Assessment (Exit). The ESOL
Teacher/Coordinator, School Guidance Counselor, ESOL Paraprofessional or Assistant Principal
can administer the exit assessments of the IBT and CELLA for Listening and Speaking and the
IRW and CELLA for Reading and Writing (PCSB, 2008, pp. 18-19). Additionally, the ELL
Committee should also review:
•

Portfolio with student work,

•

Language proficiency scores,

•

Academic performance data on grade level,

•

Writing samples that demonstrate proficiency and performance in English,

•

Performance on norm referenced standardized English tests,

•

Grades in the mainstream classroom, and

•

Teacher’s written comments on the student’s classroom performance based on
documentation and data. (PCSB, 2008, pp. 19-20)

Furthermore, the ELL Committee cannot make decisions about exiting an ELL without the
aforementioned data (PCSB, 2008, p. 20). In my years in public schools, I have often heard the
expression that data drives instruction, yet I would like to think that it informs instruction as
there are many important lessons that are taught such as the love of inquiry which cannot be
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assessed. In this case, assessment data are used as only one piece of information about an ELLs
need for continued language support in the school setting.
Section 7: Monitoring Procedures. Students are monitored through report cards, test
scores, and classroom performance by classroom or homeroom teachers and ESOL
paraprofessional or counselors monitoring the report cards. ESOL teachers also communicate
with content teachers and may convene an ELL Committee meeting if the student is not making
adequate progress and needs to be readmitted into the ESOL program with a new Student ELL
Plan (PCSB, 2008, pp. 21-22).
Section 8: Parent/Guardian/Student Notification and Rights. Interpreters are utilized to
support effective communication. As such, the schools may reach out to the District Office for a
translator to attend ELL Committee meetings and parent/teacher conferences when an interpreter
is not available at the school (PCSB, 2008, p. 22). When decisions are being made concerning
the educational services for all students including secondary SLIFE, it is important that the
information is clearly communicated and comprehensible and that the voices of the student and
parent are heard and valued in the decision-making process. In an effort to support
communication, Polk county also encourages parents enroll in English classes to improve their
English language proficiency (PCSB, 2008, p. 22).
It is in this section that there is additional information about the TransACT Translation
Library license purchased by the Polk County School District. Both translations and interpreters
are provided in the following languages from TransACT when they are not available at the
school level: Spanish, Haitian Creole, French, Portuguese, Vietnamese, German, Swedish,
Norwegian, Greek, and Italian (PCSB, 2008, p. 23).
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For all of these documented efforts to communicate with parents, there are a many
school-to-home communications on the ELL District template that are not sent home in a
language that the parents can understand including:
•

Results of language proficiency assessment,

•

State and/or district testing,

•

Annual testing for language development,

•

Growth in language proficiency (Listening, Speaking, Reading, Writing),

•

Exemptions from statewide assessments for students classified as ELL for one
year or less,

•

Retention/Remediation,

•

Transition to regular classes,

•

Extension of ESOL program, and

•

Information about the Sunshine State Standards (Florida content area standards)
and ELP (English Language Proficiency) Standards. (PCSB, 2008, p. 23)

Since there is a No Exemption Policy for Statewide Assessments, it makes sense that the item
addressing exemptions is not communicated. However, the rest of the communication items are
related to either ESOL services, testing, or standards. Since secondary SLIFE are trying to meet
requirements for graduation including passing standardized assessments and earning course
credits, it would seem that it is important to inform their parents.
Although the district has a TransACT license, it is for generic forms and does not include
Code of Student Conduct which is only available in English, Spanish, and Haitian Creole (PCSB,
2008, p. 24). There ae a variety of opportunities to promote parental involvement including: The
FCAT Backpack for Parents, Fresh Start & Parenting Workshop, Hispanics in the USA/Hispano
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en EE.UU, Parent Assuring Student Success Workshop, Families Building Better Readers
(FBBR), Dual Language Program—How to Plan a Dual Language Program School Orientation,
and the Parent Leadership Program (PCSB, 2008, pp. 24-25). The majority of these programs
appear to be instructing parents in how they can work with their students rather than opening
lines of communication to learn about the parents’ goals for their children as learners. The Dual
Language Program is described as follows:
This interactive workshop will assist schools as to how to inform and educate parents in
promoting their dual language mission program, address various concerns, and to provide
accountability. In this presentation the district provides schools with bilingual resources
for the parents, such as bilingual dictionaries, If your Child Learns in Two Languages and
The Biliteracy for a Global Society. (PCSB, 2008, p. 24)
“If Your Child Learns in Two Languages: A Parent’s Guide for Improving Education
Opportunities for Children Acquiring English as a Second Language” is a guide printed in
English, Spanish, and Vietnamese which is focused on Laws, schools, and research related to
ELL education (Zalasko & Antunez, 2000). This dense 115 page document appears to be geared
more toward researchers and policy makers than classroom teachers and parent of ELLs who are
quite often English language learners themselves. “Biliteracy for a Global Society: An Idea Book
on Dual Language Education” explores the importance of biliteracy for both a global economy
and to support the closing of the achievement gap (Lindholm-Leary, 2000). Again, this text is
quite dense as it explores different dual language models. Although both of these articles provide
valuable information about these type of instructional models and their efficacy for ELLs, they
are not necessarily accessible to the parents of students who are identified as ELLs.
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Section 9: Functions of the ELL Committee and the PLC. In the Polk County School
District, the school-based ELL Committee includes the administrator (or designee), the ELL
Chairperson, ESOL Teacher(s), Home Language Teacher if applicable, and the Guidance
Counselor, while the ESOL Paraprofessional, other educational professionals such as social
workers or the school psychologist, and the parents may also be included (PCSB, 2008, p. 26). It
has been my experience that the ESOL paraprofessional is often present in the role of translator.
Although “parents are invited and encourage to attend,” they are not one of the five required for
minimum representation (PCSB, 2008, p.26). It is problematic that decisions are being made for
and about students without parental input. Possible solutions would be having the parent attend
virtually or having them submit written information about their goals for their students before the
meeting so that they can be taken into consideration.
After the initial establishment of the Parent Leadership Council (PLC) at the beginning of
each academic year at the school sites, this committee meets twice a year and selects
representatives from their group to serve on the school PTA/PTO, school SAC Committee, and
District ESOL PLC. The District PLC approves the District ELL Plan and previously was
concerned that the CELLA should not be the sole data point for dismissal from ESOL services,
the Kindergarten IPT Oral Test should not be the only data point for entrance into or exit from
the ESOL program as both assessments were considered to lack rigor (PCSB, 2008, p. 27). The
District PLC Chairman also stated that “school site administrators and ELL personnel should be
trained informing PLCs at the schools” (PCSB, 2008, p. 27) which appears to reinforce of
parental involvement in school PLC as they are an integral part in decision making for ELLs.
There is no specific mention of which schools and grade levels have representation on the school
and district PLCs. It has been my experience that parents are often more involved at the
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elementary school level in their children’s education. I also wonder about the familiarity of
parents of secondary SLIFE with the importance of this type of parental involvement in U.S.
public schools.
Section 10: Personnel Training. The training for both educators and administrators
follows the state guidelines and discusses the documentation of the training. For teachers who
provide Spanish instruction in Dual Language programs, the principal verifies the Spanish
language proficiency through an interview. The teacher may also be interviewed by a heritage
language teacher as well as writing an essay in Spanish which is “reviewed by a native speaker
of their heritage language” (PCSB, 2008, p. 30). This statement is problematic as being a native
speaker of any language does not guarantee the speaker has advanced formalized academic
language skills in that language, nor does being a non-native speaker of a language preclude that
speaker from being proficient in the language. As TESOL International (2006) points out,
accented English is not a detriment to teaching English and by the same logic, the reverse is also
true.
ESOL Paraprofessionals support ELLs in their content classes which includes facilitating
communication between the content teacher and the ELL; the ESOL Para provides home
language support for school to parent communication as well (PCSB, 2008, p. 30). Potential
ESOL Paras are recruited through district procedure, local newspapers and ESOL Parent Nights
(PCSB, 2008, p. 30). By recruiting at parent events, there is also an aspect of community
outreach and making connections with the community culture. There are now additional
educational requirements of a two-year degree or passing the ParaPro assessment through the
FLDOE, but the county also provided training through the Aspire Curriculum from the Center
for Applied Linguistics (CAL), computer programs for ELLs, and CRISS and Kagan strategies
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(PCSB, 2008, pp. 30-31). None of these additional trainings focus on secondary SLIFE; rather,
they are how to support teacher instruction, content learning, and literacy development. It could
be particularly important for ESOL paras who work directly with students to know more about
how to support them based on their diverse lived experiences and educational backgrounds.
Section 11: Title III, Part A, NCLB—Accountability. Teachers monitor ELLs progress
and administrators monitor classrooms to confirm that teachers are making content
comprehensible to ELLs through the use of ESOL strategies (PCSB, 2008, p. 32). The ESOL
department would also like to work with school administration to add a line in the teacher
evaluation instrument to include supporting the academic success for ELLs in their classrooms
(PCSB, 2008, p. 32). By explicitly stating that a goal should be added to ensure that teachers are
meeting the learning needs of their ELLs, there is additional emphasis put on this group of
students and for high school teachers that would include their secondary SLIFE.
The following attachments are included in this cycle’s District ELL Plan: Instructional
Models by school and the Language Identification Chart (PCSB, 2008, pp. 34-39).
Second Cycle ELL Plan, 2013-2016. This District ELL Plan was signed by both the
District PLC Chairperson and the School Superintendent on March 14, 2013, and was approved
on April 28, 2014, by Chane Eplin who is now the SALA Bureau Chief at the FLDOE. As with
other Florida counties, the lag in years between plans may be due to the switch from paper to
electronic submissions.
Section 1: Identification [Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC]. In addition to the Home Language
Survey (HLS) being provided in English, Spanish, and Haitian Creole, additional translations by
TransACT are available in Arabic, Chinese, Hmong, Japanese, Korean, Russian, and Vietnamese
(PCSB, 2014, p. 6). This is a change from the previous cycle of the District ELL Plan where a
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list of languages was not provided (PCSB, 2008). This list of languages may signal a shift in the
languages spoken by ELLs and their families in Polk County.
Section 2: English Language Proficiency Assessment (Placement) [Rule 6A-6.0902,
FAC]. The list of school personnel responsible for administering the test to see if students qualify
for ESOL services is now limited to only the ESOL Coordinator/Administrator and the ESOL
Paraprofessional (PCSB, 2014, p. 7). These are the two people at the school whose job
description requires them to be familiar with working with ELLs and therefore may result in
more accurate data production.
There is more specificity in this plan regarding the reasons for having an ELL Committee
meeting including:
•

Review inconsistent data for entry or exit criteria,

•

Consider ELL determination based on two or more of the following assessments: IDEA
Oral Proficiency Test, CELLA, and the FCAT ELA,

•

Review inconsistent performance based on test scores and report card grades for former
ELLs during their 2-year monitoring period after exiting ESOL services,

•

Before retaining an ELL,

•

Program continuation after year 3, and

•

If there is a need to re-evaluate the student’s ELL Plan or an ELL Committee member
requests a meeting. (PCSB, 2014, p. 8)

Ostensibly, since parents are considered ELL Committee members although their presence is not
required at meetings, parents could request an ELL Committee to meet whenever they had
concerns about their children’s academic experience. As there may be cultural differences, it has
been my experience as an ELL Lead Teacher that parents seldom initiate these meetings but are
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more likely to speak to the ESOL Paraprofessional, ESOL Teacher, or possibly a member of the
schools’ administration or a guidance counselor.
There is also additional information about how the ELL Committee will inform their
decision making. ELL Committees must consider two or more of the following criteria:
•

Extent and nature of prior educational and social experiences; and a student
interview;

•

Written recommendations and observations by current and previous instructional
and supportive services staff;

•

Level of mastery of basic competencies or skills in English and/pr home language
according to appropriate local, state, and national criterion-referenced standards;

•

Grades from the current or previous years; and

•

Test results other than those from the district assessments of listening, speaking,
reading, and writing. (PCSB, 2014, pp. 8-9)

Parents are again invited to be part of the ELL Committee and attend these meeting, but if they
do not then parents will be informed in a language they understanding as feasible (PCSB, 2014,
p. 8). It appears that the subsection regarding native language assessment has been removed and
so has the information about assessing the first language of current or potential ELLs. Without
first language proficiency information about students, their educational picture is incomplete as
their full linguistic repertoire is part of their student identity. If a student interview was
conducted by someone who spoke the LOTE of the student, then a great deal of information
could possibly be gathered to support meeting the learning needs of the student. For older
students including secondary SLIFE, the opportunity to provide input into their educational
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programming has the potential to make their schooling more meaningful and relevant to them in
the short time they have available in the K-12 public school system.
Section 3: Programmatic Assessment [Rule 6a-6.0902, FAC]. Information has been
removed in this District ELL Plan that was available in the previous one concerning awarding
course credit for ELLs who had taken English as a course in a non-English dominant country or
language arts courses to serve as ELA courses if they focused on literacy in another language
(PCSB, 2914, p. 9). Students with limited or interrupted formal education at the secondary level
are by definition going to be missing course credits and this lack of reciprocity could serve to
further prohibit their chances of earning enough credits to graduate from high school in a timely
manner. This information was replaced in the template with procedures for keeping student
records secure in order to protect the students’ privacy (PCSB, 2014, p. 9). Later in this section
the document states that for students in grades 9-12, “Credits are awarded for a student’s prior
education, based on a case-by-case basis. Students that have competed foreign language courses,
including English, may be awarded credit for foreign language” (PCSB, 2014, p. 10). This
softening of policy language to include the phrase “case-by-cases basis” and from the modal
“shall” to “may” appears to be a softening of position on what can be automatically expected to
be awarded credits in the high school system (PCSB, 2009, p. 9). I wonder if this softening of
language is a result of an issue with awarding credits under the previous District ELL Plan. This
plan also removed the specific criteria to be considered when discussing equal access to
appropriate programs as well as the subsection about parent notification and the available
languages for the standard language to explain individual student ELL Plans (PCSB, 2014).
Information about what would be included in the Student ELL Plan is now included to be in
compliance with rule 6A-0901 (6) (PCSB, 2014, p. 11). As the District ELL Plan guides school
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policy, there may be an impact in how programming decisions are made for ELLs and
communicated to their parents.
Section 4: Comprehensive Program Requirements and Student Instruction. There is no
change in the instructional models provided for ELLs. However, there is no longer information
included about specific ESOL accommodations used or additional programs in place to support
ELLs outside of the regular school day (PCSB, 2009, p. 14; PCSB, 2014, p. 12). There is also no
longer a list of Good Cause Indicators for Promotion or Retention of ELLs (PCSB, 2009, p. 15;
PCSB, 2014, p. 15). Although there does not appear to be a prohibition of these
accommodations, programs, or considerations, removal may indicate the lack of emphasis on
them beyond the lack of policy requirement. As the District ELL Plan informs the policy at
individual schools, when there is a removal of language related to services and programs, ELLs
may no longer have access to them.
Section 5: Statewide Assessment [Rule 6A-6.09091, FAC]. During this cycle, the FCAT,
and CELLA continue to be the referenced standardized tests given to ELLs to document progress
in both content knowledge in core content areas as well as English language proficiency. The
“No Exemption Policy for the Statewide Assessment Program” continues to be in place (PCSB,
2014, p. 14). For newcomers generally and SLIFE specifically, the first year of education in U.S.
is unlikely to support valid and reliable standardized assessment data in new content learning in a
language the students have yet to acquire.
Section 6: English Language Proficiency Assessment (Exit) [Rule 6A-6.0903, FAC]. The
FCAT and the CELLA are the standardized assessment that are used to determine exit from
ESOL services, but now only the ESOL Teacher/Coordinator and ESOL Paraprofessional are
listed as the people responsible for administering the English Language Proficiency (ELP)
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assessments (PCSB, 2014, p. 15). Previously, Assistant Principals and Guidance Counselors
were also able to administer ELP tests which had also included the IPT Aural/Oral Test for
Listening and Speaking and the IRW Reading and Writing Tests (PCSB, 2009, pp. 18-19). A list
of exit criteria has been added for consideration by the ELL Committee including:
•

Language proficiency scores (CELLA),

•

Academic performance date on grade level

•

Writing samples that demonstrate proficiency and performance in English,

•

Performance on norm referenced standardized English test (FCAT ELA),

•

Grades in mainstream classroom, and

•

Teacher’s written comments on the student’s classroom performance based on
documentation and data. (PCSB, 2014, p. 16).

These multiple data points can help to provide a more accurate picture of an ELLs performance
in the school setting, but it should be noted that these data points were created while the student
was receiving ELL support and may not predict how that same student will perform once those
supports are removed if the student is exited from ESOL services.
Section 7: Monitoring Procedures [Rule 6A-6.0903, FAC]. Although the timeline for
documentation review by the ELL Committee is no longer included, they are still reviewing
report cards, test scores, and classroom performance to determine if the student needs to continue
in the regular program, reenter the ESOL program, or be referred for assessment (PCSB, 2014, p.
17). It has been my experience that it is highly unlikely for a secondary student to be referred for
evaluation to determine if that student would qualify for and benefit from Special Education
(SPED) services unless the learning difference or disability is quite profound such as a
significant cognitive disability rather than a specific learning disability. This cycle also includes
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more information about classroom or homeroom teachers being responsible for monitoring
report cards in addition to the ESOL teacher and ESOL paraprofessional (PCSB, 2014, p. 17).
This may speak to the issue of teachers feeling that it is the responsibility of classroom teachers
to focus on content teaching while ESOL educators are expected to meet the language learning
needs of ELLs while making that content comprehensible.
Section 8: Parent/Guardian/Student Notification and Rights. While generic forms are still
available in more than 20 languages through TransACT, many of the district specific forms are
only found in “our three main languages” (PCSB, 2014, p. 17). This represents a reduction in
language diversity of translations and interpreters available at the school district office (PCSB,
2009, p. 23). I wonder if this is a reflection of who is employed at the district or a shift in
demographic of the district’s ELLs and their families.
There have also been changes in the school to home communications that are to be sent
home in a language that the parents can understand even though the number of languages has
been greatly reduced on district specific forms. Temporary placement (in the ESOL program)
and information about statewide assessments (such as the FCAT and CELLA) have been
removed from the list while information about the Sunshine State Standards (SSSs) and English
Language Proficiency (ELD) Standards along with Report Cards have been added (PCSB, 2014,
p. 18; PCSB, 2009, p. 23). These changes may be a reflection of the change in federal policy
with the reauthorization of the ESEA from NCLB to ESSA with a lightened focus on assessment.
For secondary SLIFE, what the students are expected to learn (standards) and how they are
performing in school (report card grades) provides a clearer picture of educational opportunities
and successes that may be occurring.
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This District ELL Plan also no longer includes information about how they “train
parents/guardians in order to promote parental and community participation in programs for
ELLs” (PCSB, p. 24). It is possible that these programs, or at least some of them, are still in
place to promote participation, but the removal of both the question in the prompt and the list
from the document appear to indicate a shift in priorities. It is also problematic that the term
“train” was used to inform parents and communities (PCSB, 2009, p. 24). This word choice may
indicate a transactional relationship where the schools and district are telling parents what to do
rather than collaborating with them in the best interest of their children.
Section 9: The Parent Leadership Council [Rule 6A-6.0904, FAC]. The template has
changed for Section 9 during this cycle. Now the section only addresses the Parent Leadership
Council and all information about the ELL Committee has been removed (PCSB, 2014, p. 18).
There is no longer information about when the PLC convenes, but the purpose of the District
Parent Leadership Council is clearly defined:
•

To promote the welfare of English language learners in the schools,

•

To ensure that English language learners are achieving their full potential,

•

To develop positive, professional relationships between the parents, school
personnel and District personnel that promote collaboration,

•

To provide training opportunities and information that will empower parents to
become active participants in their child’s education, and

•

To provide input prior to submitting the District’s English Language Learning
Plan to the Florida Department of Education. (PCSB, 2014, p. 19)

While these are lofty goals, having served as an ESOL teacher on a PLC in two different Florida
districts, it is my experience that there is minimal participation and input from parents. Rather,
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the meetings tend to be informative where parents receive information about ESOL programs
and the District ELL Plan. These PLCs may have been quite different in their nature in this
district during this time period.
Section 10: Personnel Training [Rule 6A-6.0907, FAC]. There are no appreciable
changes or updates in the Personnel Training section. However, the documentation information
is a bit more general which might provide for more flexibility at the school level for record
keeping; however, the requirements have not changed (PCSB, 2014, pp. 19-22).
Section 11: Extension of Services [Rule 6A-6.09022, FAC]. As noted for other Florida
school districts, there is a change in the District ELL Plan template to reflect the change from
accountability to extension of services. The ELL Committee will meet annually to evaluate an
ELL’s progress toward English Language Proficiency (ELP) after three years of receiving
services in the ESOL program (PCSB, 2014, p. 23). Assessment data from the IPT, CELLA, and
FCAT are considered (PCSB, 2014, pp. 23-24). As stated previously, second language
acquisition (SLA) research (Cummins, 1980; Thomas & Collier, 2018) supports the idea that it
takes between 5 and 7 years for a person to acquire an additional language. The three-year period
appears to be an arbitrary timeline that is not grounded in research but rather based on what the
policy makers felt was an appropriate period of time.
The Appendices include a copy of the Home Language Survey (HLS) in English/Haitian
Creole, English/Spanish, an overview document of the ESOL program, ESOL Paraprofessional
Job Description, and a 2013 Review Checklist for the District ELL Plan (PCSB, 2014, pp. 2438). The HLS is notable because the top half is in English and the bottom half is in a language
other than English (LOTE). A best practice for providing translated materials to ELLs is to
provide it in English (the language of instruction) and the LOTE to increase comprehensibility as
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the reader may have some literacy in both languages. By providing the HLS in a bilingual
format, it may increase the understanding of the reader when completing this important form that
determines whether students will be assessed for English language proficiency to ascertain
whether they qualify for ESOL services.
Third Cycle ELL Plan, 2016-2019. Although I requested the District ELL Plans for
three Florida districts across four cycles, this Polk County District ELL Plan did not include any
of the cover sheets included with the other plans with the exception of the first page of the
template that includes the Polk County ESOL Director’s name and contact information and is
simply dated February 2016 (PCSB, 2016, p. 1).
Section 1: Identification (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC). In this cycle, discussion of TransACT
documents is not included in this section. While the Home Language Survey is still translated
into Spanish, Haitian Creole, Arabic, and Chinese, it is no longer available in Hmong, Japanese,
Korean, Russian, and Vietnamese (PCSB, 2016, p. 3; PCSB, 2014, p. 6). If the forms were
already created in these other languages, I wonder why it was necessary to remove them from the
offerings. In my current position at WIDA, I am aware that there is a process for ensuring high
quality translations of documents, and these services can be both time consuming and expensive.
Since these resources were expended, it would make sense to keep these forms and make them
available to parents who speak these languages. I also wonder if the removal of these five
languages reflects a change in the demographics of the school district.
Section 2: English Language Proficiency (ELP) Assessment. There are changes in who
can administer the English Language Proficiency (ELP) Assessments. Previously this was the
responsibility of the ESOL Coordinator/ Administrator or the ESOL Paraprofessional (PCSB,
2014, p. 7), but during this cycle the ESOL staff at the school, the guidance counselor, or
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administrative designee (PCSB, 2016, p. 7). This is problematic as the guidance counselor or
someone designated by the school administrator is not necessarily familiar with Second
Language Development (SLD) of ELLs. Also, if the ELD assessment is given someone outside
of the ESOL department then it will less likely directly inform teaching practices from those
ESOL educational professionals. As an ESOL teacher, I found that reading the test scores from
ELD assessments were less informative and memorable than when I personally administered the
test.
The WIDA W-APT and WIDA Screener have been added to the list of ELP assessments
that previously only included the IPT from Ballard & Tighe (PCSB, 2014, p. 4). The WIDA
Screener for grades 1 through 12 was developed and would eventually replace the WIDA WAPT as the screening instrument from WIDA to identify potential ELLs. WIDA Screener for
Kindergarten is set to launch April 1, 2021.
Section 2 also includes information about the ELL Committee, and while it still includes
who shall serve on the committee and what criteria they are to review to determine an entry
placement, there is no longer a list of reasons as to why they should convene (PCSB, 2016, pp. 45; PCSB, 2014, p. 8). While extension of services and re-entry into the ESOL program may not
have a direct impact on secondary SLIFE because of their age, there is no longer a stipulation
that the ELL Committee should convene “before an ELL is retained” (PCSB, 2014, p. 8).
Section 3: Programmatic Assessment (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC). One notable addition this
cycle is the template askes about who is responsible foreign transcript evaluation. This plan
states that there are several people on this team, including Senior Coordinator for School
Counseling Services, ESOL Director, ESOL Translator, School’s Guidance Counselor, and
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Administration (PCSB, 2016, p. 6). All of these team members use available information when
considering placement for students in grades 9 through 12 including secondary SLIFE.
Section 4: Comprehensive Program Requirements and Student Instruction. Under
Instructional Models, Sheltered Core/Basic Subject Areas has been added (PCSB, 2016, p. 7).
This type of model can be particularly supportive of secondary SLIFE as they are acquiring
English language proficiency and new content learning, while also filling in gaps in content
knowledge. Added to this section template is a question inquiring as to how it is “determined if
the instructional models are positively affecting student performance” (PCSB, 2016, p. 8). The
answer is reassuring:
ESOL department staff collaborates with other curriculum specialist and school site
personnel to monitor and analyze ELLs’ performance data to determine appropriate
scheduling and support. It is determined that the model is not having a positive impact,
changes in delivery model will be made in consultation with school administration and
district level approval. (PCSB, 2016, p. 8)
This statement is particularly illuminating, since demographic data is collected for ELLs at the
time of registration including country of origin and native language. With this collaboration
between educational professionals to analyze performance data combined with the demographic
data already available, it would be possible to make a larger scale analysis looking for trends as
to which programs are most effective for different ELL subgroups including SLIFE rather than
looking for instructional model effectiveness on a case-by-case basis.
There is also an additional line responding to the question about equal access for ELL to
all program which states, “ELLs will be considered for placement in Honors, Gifted, and AP
Courses” (PCSB, 2016, p. 8). It has been my experience that many teachers hold the belief that
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ELLs should not be admitted to such programs until they have acquired at least moderate English
language proficiency (ELP). However, I believe if an ELL is excelling in their content area
courses in a language that they have yet to acquire, it is a strong sign that the student is capable
of academic excellence and should be given every opportunity to do so. For secondary SLIFE
who may be interested in attending a college or university upon graduation, taking Honors and
AP Courses can increase their chances of meeting college requirements including having the
academic knowledge to score higher on standardized admission exams such as the SAT or ACT.
In the previous cycle, ESOL Resource Specialist Trainers worked with teachers and
administrators to support the use of appropriate ESOL Accommodations (PCSB, 2014, p. 12). In
this cycle, the responsibility for ensuring comprehensible instruction is now tasked to district and
school administrators as well as coaches and interventionists (PCSB, 2016, p. 8). Whereas as an
ESOL teacher I approached ELLs from a language acquisition perspective, I found that the
Reading and Writing Coaches that I worked with often had a more literacy focused lens and did
not necessarily take into consideration the different causation of reading comprehension or
writing cohesion for ELLs rather than monolingual English-speaking students.
In this cycle, there is also a shift from the annual assessments of the FCAT and CELLA
to student portfolios, native language assessments for the Spanish dual language program, district
progress monitoring, and other instructional program assessments (PCSB, 2014, p. 13; PCSB,
2016, p. 9) for progress monitoring for ELLs. This may give more authentic data points than
annual assessments to base monitoring decisions. If a student is struggling, then it will become
evident earlier than the second semester or end of the year assessments. Hopefully, this means
the learning challenge can be addressed and the ELL can be appropriately supported. For
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secondary students, this could support them in earning credits that are required for high school
graduation.
Section 5: Statewide Assessment (Rule 6A-6.09091, FAC). The only assessment now
mentioned is the WIDA ACCESS for ELLs as well as confirming the no exemption policy that
was previously in place (PCSB, 2016, pp. 9-10). Test coordinators and test administrators are
trained by District staff on allowable ELL accommodations for statewide assessments, but there
are no longer any specifics provided about what those accommodations might be (PCSB, 2016,
p. 10).
Section 6: English Language Proficiency Annual Assessment (Rule 6A-6.0903, FAC).
The FCAT is no longer a requirement for exit from the ESOL program and the ACCESS for
ELLs has replaced the CELLA (PCSB, 2016, p. 10). At all grade levels, ELLs must earn a
composite score of a 5 and a score of 4 or higher in all four language domains to be considered
English language proficient according to the state of Florida (PCSB, 2016, p. 10). The previous
ELA FCAT requirement was one of the causes of intermediate ELLs being retained in the ESOL
program when I taught high school ESOL. Although English proficiency supports academic
success in English Language Arts (ELA), it does not guarantee it as is evidenced by monolingual
English students not passing the ELA standardized assessments.
The ESOL Teacher/Coordinator can still administer the ACCESS for ELLs assessment.
Now instead of the ESOL Paraprofessional also being allowed to do so, the Guidance Counselor
is. Although a para is only required to have an associate degree and a guidance counselor is
required to have a master’s degree, this additional education does not necessarily include
knowledge about second language acquisition (SLA). Since Florida uses the paper format for
ACCESS for ELLs, the test administrator (TAs) scores the Speaking Domain test in real time. As
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such, it might be more challenging for TAs who do not have a background in SLA to internalize
the rubric for scoring ELLs speaking samples.
Section 7: Monitoring Procedures (Rule 6A-6.0903, FAC). Teacher input has been added
to report cards, test scores, and classroom performance as data points to consider when
monitoring students who have been exited from ESOL services in the past two years (PCSB,
2016, p. 12). The professional opinion of the teachers who work directly with students can be an
important point in decision making for appropriate programming and support for students,
particularly those who may not perform at their best during standardized assessments.
Section 8: Parent, Guardian, Student Notification and Rights. School-to-home
communications are important if the goal is to have well informed parents as well as parental
input. During this cycle, no translated communications were removed but the following were
added:
•

Results of language proficiency assessment,

•

Stand and/or Local Education Agency (LEA) testing,

•

Annual testing for language development,

•

Growth in language proficiency (Listening, Speaking, Reading, Writing),

•

Exemption from Florida State Assessment (FSA) in English Language Arts (ELA) for
ELLs with Date Entered U.S. Schools (DEUSS) less than one year,

•

Retention, remediation, and “good cause,” and

•

Transition to regular classes or course change. (PCSB, 2016, p. 13)

Although there is no explanation as to why these additional communications are present in this
cycle, they are all documents that provide valuable information for students and their families.
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Section 9: The Parent leadership Council (Rule 6A-6.0904, FAC). There has been a shift
in language from describing the PLC from being at the district level to the Local Education
Agency (LEA) level even though the terms are nearly synonymous (PCSB, 2016, p. 14). This
shift may reflect the parallelism of terms with State Education Agency (SEA) and LEA. As
stated previously, there is no cover page information about the date of approval of the PLC, but it
is noted that the LEA PLC did approve this District ELL Plan (PCSB, 2016, p. 15). This
approval is noteworthy because as per this document, this is where parents as the majority of the
PLC have input about the plan. I do wonder if there is representation from the parents of
secondary ELLs in general and secondary SLIFE in particular as it has been my experience that
parental involvement is typically stronger in the elementary grades.
Section 10: Personnel Training (Rules 6A-6.0907 and 6A-1.503, FAC). The requirements
for training as dictated by the FLDOE remain constant, such as the requirement for school
administrators to take 60-hour ESOL training, but there is now a list of additional training
including:
•

ELL interpretation to guide instruction,

•

Instructional strategies that are effective for ELLs,

•

Instructional delivery models,

•

WIDA Standards and the Use of WIDA’s Can Do Descriptors which are grounded in
an assets-based approach,

•

Universal Design for Learning (UDL),

•

The use of technology in the classroom, and

•

The use of supplemental instructional materials to support ELLs. (PCSB, 2016, pp.
16-17)
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These additional training provide the opportunity for teachers who work directly with ELLs to be
more effective in meeting their learning needs in both the content areas and in English language
development (ELD). Secondary SLIFE students quite possibly will need additional support
related to their lived experiences including trauma.
Section11: Extension of Services (Rule 6A-6.09022, FAC). As noted previously in this
cycle, the FCAT has been replaced with the FSA, the CELLA has been replaced with the WIDA
ACCESS, and the IPT may continue to be used or be replaced by the WIDA W-APT or the
WIDA Screener (PCSB, 2016, p. 18). Having administered both the CELLA and the WIDA
ACCESS, it is my professional experience that the ACCESS is more tightly aligned to the
language of the content areas rather than to general academic language. For secondary SLIFE,
this might provide a more accurate picture of the level of support these students need to be
successful in the content area courses related to their current state of English language
development (ELD).
In addition to being increasingly shorter each cycle, the 2014-2016 Polk County District
ELL Plan does not include any appendices. I am not sure if this is an oversight or not, but I
wonder since the front matter of this document was also missing in what was sent to me as a
result of the document request. The lack of appendices could also be a result of the electronic
format and the ability to provide links within the document. However, these links are not
accessible to me.
Fourth Cycle ELL Plan, 2019-2022. The District ELL Plan was signed by the District
ELL PLC Chairperson on May 20, 2019, signed by the Superintendent on May 22, 2019, and
approved on June 24, 2019.
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Section 1: Identification (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC). There are no changes from the previous
cycle’s plan.
Section 2: English Language Proficiency Assessment (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC). There are
no changes from the previous cycle’s plan.
Section 3: Programmatic Assessment (Rule 6A-6.0902, FAC). For students in grades 9
through 12, there is additional guidance in how to examine the academic history of the student
which is completed through the joint efforts of the ESOL Department staff, school administrator,
and school counselor after the student has registered (PCSB, 2019, p. 9). This information is
comprised of:
1. The student’s age,
2. Interviews with student and parent or guardian,
3. Prior school records or transcripts,
4. Years of formal education,
5. Retentions, and
6. Assessment results. (PCSB, 2019, p. 9)
The “years of formal education” review requirement has direct implications for secondary SLIFE
when considering course placement of students. It may be tempting to put a student in basic or
remedial courses in an effort to help them learn new content, but doing so may also preclude
opportunity to take grade level content and all but assure older secondary SLIFE that they will
not be able to earn the types of credits that lead to both high school graduation and the possibility
of college acceptance.
Section 4: Comprehensive Program Requirements and Student Instruction. Progress
monitoring tools have changed this cycle. The Native Language Assessment for Spanish Dual
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Language Programs has been removed, and student samples, formative and summative
assessments are no longer tied to specific packaged programs or publishers (PCSB, 2019, pp. 89; PCSB, 2016, p. 12). I wonder if this reflects the district is no longer offering a Spanish Dual
Language model, and if it is, why is the Spanish proficiency of the students no longer being
assessed? The lack of specificity about the assessments and the inclusion of student samples may
provide for greater school flexibility when considering what data is most informative when
monitoring the progress of ELLs who are currently receiving ESOL services.
Section 5: Statewide Assessment (Rule 6A-6.09091, FAC). The question about notifying
parents of ELLs regarding testing and associated ESOL accommodations has been removed from
this District Plan ELL template in this section (PCSB, 2019, p. 10).
Section 6: English Language Proficiency Annual Assessment (Rule 6A-6.0903, FAC).
Reflecting state policy, ELLs are now only required to earn at least a score of 4 composite score
and in the language domain of reading (PCSB, 2019, p 13). For students in grades 3 and above,
they must also earn at least a score of 3 on the FSA ELA (PCSB, 2019, p. 13). This reduction in
score requirement can have a direct impact on whether ESOL support services are provided for
students who may still need them.
Section 7: Monitoring Procedures (Rule 6A-6.0903, FAC). There are no updates during
this cycle.
Section 8: Parent Guardian, Student Notification and Rights. This section now begins
with notice sent to parents of ELLs and references both the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA,
2015) and state board rule (but does not state which one) (PCSB, 2019, p. 15). The notice must
include the following:
1. The reasons for the identification of their child as an ELL,
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2. The child’s ELP,
3. The method of instruction,
4. How the program will meet their child’s needs,
5. How the program will support English learning and academic achievement,
6. The specific exit requirements for the program,
7. How the program meets the individualized education program (IEP) of a student with
disabilities as applicable, and
8. The parental rights regarding removal from a program, right to decline enrollment in
a program, and assistance in selecting among various programs and methods of
instruction. (PCSB, 2019, p. 15)
There are implications in this newly expanded section for secondary SLIFE. There is reference to
instructional methods as well as programs and how they support ELD and content learning
leading to promotion and graduation.
Section 9: The Parent Leadership Council (Rule 6A-6.0904, FAC). Information
pertaining to the purpose of the PLC has been removed (PCSB, 2019, p. 17) which I find
concerning as an advocate for ELLs and their families. When the focus is on approving the
District ELL Plan and encouragement to attend standing Parent Teacher Association (PTA) or
Parent Teacher Organization (PTO) whose functions are not primarily focused on issues
surrounding ELLs and their families, the PLC’s mission of supporting ELLs is diluted.
Section 10: Personnel Training (Rules 6A-6.0907 and GA-1.0503, FAC). There are no
updates to the District ELL Plan.
Section 11: Extension of Services (Rule 6a-6.09022, FAC). As with section 10, there are
no changes.
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As will the previous cycle, there are no included appendices. Out of the 11 sections, 5 of
them had no updates or changes since the creation of the last District ELL Plan.
Initial Reflections on Polk County District ELL Plans. Polk County is the only school
district that specifically mentions the linguistic resource for school forms available through
TransACT. This electronic translation service makes generic forms more accessible for parents
of ELLs who may speak a language other than English (LOTE). This stands out as an effort to
make documents accessible to parents while considering the feasibility to do so for the school
district.
Each District ELL Plan must follow the Florida Department of Education Template and
as such there are similar elements in each plan. However, there are distinct differences in the
approaches to complying with the required documentation, the communication with parents of
ELLs, and the services provided to ELLs. These different approaches appear to be minimally
influenced by the languages spoken by the students, their parents, and their communities. They
are possibly adjusted due to the leadership at the district level such as changes in the ESOL
Director, District Superintendent, and the District ELL PLC Chairperson.
Phase 3: District Websites with ESOL Focus
As an experienced public-school educator, teacher educator, and consumer of web-based
information, navigating school district websites is not a new experience for me. However, there
were challenges in locating information on school district websites particularly related to ESOL
information including programs and other supports. There was also very limited information
available to anyone trying to navigate these websites specifically looking for programs that are
available for secondary SLIFE.
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Hillsborough District Website
The Hillsborough County Public Schools (see sdhc.k12.fl.us) website includes a search
bar, but when I entered ESOL (on May 26, 2020) I was not met with information about children
but rather with the ESOL Adult Education Program and Personnel Services provided in 12
document links. The first item from the search was a link to the Adult Education, English for
Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) Program (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/doc/962).
The second link was to Personnel Services, ESOL (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/doc/2417)
which provided a live link to the Consent Decree page of the Florida Department of Education
Website (see http://www.fldoe.org/academics/eng-language-learners/consent-decree.stml).
Below that link on the same Personnel Services webpage, there was information about the
different categories and courses required for teachers, administrators, and counselors.
The third link, Career, Technical, and Adult Education, led to a page with the statement
“Envision your Future… Destination Success!” (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/doc/166). On this page
there was information about Career and Technical Education (CTE), Adult Education, and
Workforce and Continuing Education. The Adult Education link led to the page, Educational
Opportunities for Adults, that references the Adult ESOL program previously mentioned, as well
as the CARIBE Refugee Program, and Citizenship among others that might be applicable to
adult English language learners (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/doc/293/adulteducation/about/adulted-about/).
The fourth link was for Student Resources under the heading of Family Opportunity
Centers. Resources were organized under the following topics: Adult Education including GED
and ESOL classes, Attendance and Truancy Concerns, Bullying Education, Family Mental
Health, Head Start/VPK, and Mentoring (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/doc/341).
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The next three links were all in the department of Adult Education and included Contacts,
Programs, and Adult and Career Service Center (ACSC) while the next four links were on the
following topics: Acronyms under Teacher Recruitment, Frequently Asked Questions under
Personnel Services, and both Contacts and Charter Schools Support under Charter Schools (see
https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/search/nav/).
Also listed on the Search Results page were three documents on the left side of the page.
The first was a Policy Manual with “1 policy found referencing esol”; the second was a Student
Progression Plan with “6 topics found referencing esol”; and the third was the Student Code of
Conduct but it had “0 topics found referencing esol” (https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/search/nav/). The
Policy Manual brought me to a “Schools” page with another link for Charter Schools (see
https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/policymanual/search; see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/policymanual/detail/498).
The Student Progression Plan brought me to a page with that title which included six topics:
1. Grade 3 Mandatory Retention,
2. ELL Placement,
3. Equal Access for English Language Learners,
4. Assessment,
5. Grade Level Placement, and
6. ELL Committee. (see sdhc.k12.fl.us/progressionplan/search)
Information under the Student Progression Plan appeared to be information that was also covered
in the Hillsborough County District ELL Plan. There was also a subheading entitled, “Additional
District Website Resources,” which listed the 12 documents previously described (see
sdhc.k12.fl.us/progressionplan/search).
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The final tile link took me to a page entitled, “Student Code of Conduct,” with the
subheading, “Student Code of Conduct Information” and with the statement, “No information
found regarding esol in the Student Code of Conduct,” as well as the Additional District Website
Resources which were the 12 documents found (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/conduct/search).
Clearly, the search resulted in information that was not about ESOL programs and was
not focused on teaching and learning for ELLs. Such information would have been of importance
to parents and guardians of students who are or could be identified for ELL programs and
services. With the 12 documents pertaining to the additional district website resources showing
up repeatedly, I would suspect that this search would be frustrating to parents who are looking
for information related to ESOL programs for their students and available at schools in the
district.
When I searched for English Language Learners most recently on January 23, 2021, 20
documents were listed on the department and landing page:
1. Preparing Successful, Bicultural English Language Learners (English Language Learners,
About),
2. Contacts (English Language Learners Contacts),
3. Community Spotlight (English Language Learners, Resources),
4. AVID English Learner College Readiness (Advanced Academics, Resources),
5. English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) Program (Adult Education, Resources),
6. ELL Brochure (English) (English Language Learners, Documents & Forms),
7. Supporting our Students during Coronavirus (Exceptional Student Education/Special
Education, About),
8. Bilingual Services (Social Work Services, Resources),
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9. Enrollment, Withdrawals and Re-entry (Enrollment, About),
10. Programs (Adult Education, Resources),
11. Literacy Acculturation Center Brochure (English) (Literacy Acculturation Center,
Documents & Forms),
12. Literacy Resources for Parents and Teachers of English Language Learners (Literacy
Acculturation Center, Resources),
13. Standard 4 Evidences (Accreditation, Resources),
14. Acronyms (Teacher Recruitment, District Acronyms),
15. Frequently Asked Questions (Personnel Services, Frequently Asked Questions),
16. ELL Brochure (Spanish) (English Language Learners, Documents & Forms),
17. Resources – Family & community (Charter Schools, Families/Community),
18. Transition Team (Superintendent’s Office, Resources),
19. About ESE (Exceptional Student Education/Special Education, Resources), and
20. 2021 State Legislative Priorities (Government Affairs, State Government. (See
https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/search/nav/)
At first glance, this list of document appears to provide all the information one would need to
find out about programs for ELLs, but I did not find that to be the case. The description below
will focus on the pages that pertained to K-12 ELLs.
The first page is the home page for English Language Learners with the heading,
“Preparing Successful, Bicultural English Language Learners,” and information about the
countries and languages represented in Hillsborough County Public Schools (HCPS), along with
the school district’s mission and vision statements (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/doc/list/englishlanguage-learners/about/68-344/).
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On the left side of the page there are also headings for Resources, Documents & Forms,
and Contacts. There were four resources listed: Community Spotlight (ELL Programs in the
Community), Instructors of English Language Learners, the Literacy Acculturation Center, and
Parents of English Language Learners (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/doc/list/english-languagelearners/resources/68-345/). The Community Spotlight included information about the Literacy
Acculturation Center (LAC), Literacy Nights at Barnes and Noble, and World Refugee Day (see
https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/doc/192/ell-community). The Documents & Forms linked to the ELL
Brochure in English and Spanish from 2017 (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/doc/list/english-languagelearners/documents-forms/68-346/). The only program for ELLs mentioned on the brochure were
ESOL Self-Contained Classes although the document does mention the role of ESOL Teachers
and Resource Teachers in supporting ELLs in learning English and content (see
https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/docs/00/00/09/65/1617EngELLBrochure.pdf). Finally, the Contacts page
listed both the personnel in the ELL Programs Office and the Language Acculturation Center
(LAC) (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/doc/list/english-language-learners/contacts/68-347/).
The fourth document from the ELL search was the AVID English Learner College
Readiness page. This program is meant to “prepare all students, including ELL students, for
college readiness and success” (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/doc/689). The AVID Excel Program is
available at three middle schools in the district where there is a focus on the program as well as
“family connections” and biliteracy (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/doc/689). With all of the searching
I did through the HCPS website, this was the first mention of a program which references ELLs,
and yet this is not an instructional model for ELLs. However, for secondary SLIFE who enter
this district’s school system during their middle school years, this program may be advantageous.
Unless a student is designated to attend one of these schools, would an ELL be able to attend?
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The eleventh document listed in the HCPS website ELL search pertained to the Literacy
Acculturation Center. There is no date on the document, but it lists the former Superintendent
who left the school district in 2015 (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/doc/968). The mission statement
discussed supporting immigrant-refugee children as well as their families, but the LAC did not
provide direct instruction in schools through one of the instructional models listed in the district
ELL Plan (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/doc/968). Secondary SLIFE could greatly benefit from the
LAC as its goal to support students through wrap around services which are often necessary to
provide equitable opportunities.
The LAC also had the following resources linked for parents and teachers of ELLs:
Colorin Colorado, the International Reading Association (IRA), Reading Is Fundamental (RIF),
and Reading Rockets (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/doc/970). For parents of ELLs, these resources
may not be particularly helpful if they do not have some English language proficiency even
though there are several resources on the Colorin Colarado website that are in both Spanish and
English (see https://www.colorincolorado.org/).
As with the ESOL search on the HCPS website, three results were located on the right
with tiles to the resource rather than links. They were Policy Manual with two policies
referencing ELL, the Student Progression Plan with 7 topics, and the Student Code of Conduct
with 0 topics (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/search/nav/).
As a former ESOL teacher at an elementary school in Hillsborough County, I know that
further information can be found by selecting Departments from the ribbon on the district’s home
page. From there, I went to the subheading, Office of Teaching and Learning. English Language
Learners was the fourth out of nine options (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/departments/). This
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brought me to the same home page that I found by searching for ELLs (see
https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/departments/68/english-language-learners/about/).
There does not appear to be a listing of ESOL programs and the schools at which they are
located on the public facing website. On the home page of the HCPS website, there is a ribbon
across the page which includes options for Home, Students, Families, Board, Superintendent,
Departments, and Employment (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/). On the Families page, there were 8
tiles under the subheading of Resources as well as a list of Helpful Links (see
https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/pageconfig/index/2). There were two links that I thought might provide
information about ESOL programs at schools. Under Additional Information, there was a 20202021 Parent and Family Guide that was available in English and Spanish. On page 15 of 24
pages in the English version, there was a paragraph about “District Bilingual School
Counselors/School Counseling Services” and one below it about “English Language Learner
(ELL) Programs & English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) Services” with a number to
call for more information (see
https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/docs/00/00/25/00/2021ParentFamGuide.pdf). The other link that I selected,
provided a listing of types of schools in the district with a drop down menu for each listing all
the schools under that category (see https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/schools/?utm_source=familyresource&utm_medium=web&utm_campaign=page_config&utm_content=textlink).
When a high school is selected from the drop-down menu, it does not open in a new
window and requires one to click a go tile. There is no option to right click on the user’s mouse
to open in a new tab. This makes it challenging to go back to select a different high school.
Although the high schools list Programs and Resources on their home pages, ESOL programs
and services are not listed under either. (See https://sdhc.k12.fl.us/schools/?utm_source=family228

resource&utm_medium=web&utm_campaign=page_config&utm_content=textlink). Each high
school web page included a translate option that linked the page to Google translate and was
offered in the dozens of languages this service provides.
Hillsborough Public Secondary Schools. When searching for information about ESOL
at individual secondary public schools in Hillsborough County, more than half simply had no
records listed as the search results while many others only provided a link to the staff directory.
Without directly contacting the ELL department or calling a particular school, there did not
appear to be a way to find out what programs are offered for ELLs in the school district. It would
not be surprising that a parent or guardian of a student who could be identified as a secondary
SLIFE would speak a language other than English (LOTE). Although a few of the resources are
available in Spanish, it takes a great deal of navigation on the website through the language of
English to find these resources. The English version of these resources did not provide any
specific details about the ESOL programs available at the district high schools.
Lee District Website
The School District of Lee County’s landing page (see leeschools.net) included District
Services in the ribbon across the top of the page. In the drop down, Adult ESOL Classes was one
of the options. The ESOL page provided links and a contact phone number; it briefly described
the non-credit courses for adult learners and stated that the cost is $30 per semester (see
https://www.leeschools.net/cms/one.aspx?pageId=1406433). This information may be helpful to
parents and guardians of ELLs and possibly to secondary SLIFE who are old enough that they
may have difficulty earning enough credits to graduate from high school. The learner’s goals
should be prioritized when considering the most appropriate educational path, so it is possible
that the adult ESOL program could be an option in certain circumstances.
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On the same landing page for the School District of Lee County, there was a list on the
left side including one “For Families.” From here, I could select the Parent Portal and then have
access to ESOL when I accessed the website on May 26, 2020. As of January 25, 2021, the
choices were now Focus Login (SIS), Student Portal, Parent Portal, and Employee Portal (see
https://www.leeschools.net/). When I selected Parent Portal, there was no longer ESOL listed on
the menu of options (see https://www.leeschools.net/parent_portal). When I returned to the
original district landing page, I selected Student and landed on a Student Support page that
included both a link to the Adult ESOL Classes that were previously mentioned as well as
English Speakers of Other Languages and a Migrant Education Program (see
https://www.leeschools.net/student_support).
The Migrant Education Program page stated the program’s purpose to “Identify
educational needs of migrant children and their families, and ensures that migrant students, who
move between states, are not at disadvantage” (see
https://www.leeschools.net/our_district/departments/academic_services/intervention_programs/
migrant). Although secondary SLIFE do not necessarily qualify as migrants based on the federal
program, some of the program services might be supportive of them. Since they are available
only under the Title 1 grant, those programs services are likely not available to them. When I
was a high school ESOL Lead Teacher, much to my dismay certain services were not available
to several of my ELLs since they were Puerto Rican and therefore not considered migrants even
though their families moved for agricultural and seasonal work.
On the ESOL page, contact information was provided for the program director and
coordinator as well as the ESOL Specialists, ELL Instructional Leader, ESOL Compliance
Specialists, and ESOL District Paraprofessional (see
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https://www.leeschools.net/our_district/departments/academic_services/english_speakers_of_oth
er_languages_esol). Under the contact information on the ESOL webpage, there was an
overview of the ESOL Program available in English, Spanish, and Creole (see
https://www.leeschools.net/our_district/departments/academic_services/english_speakers_of_oth
er_languages_esol). Although creole can refer to many languages that are comprised of two or
more languages, it appeared that Creole in Lee County referred to Haitian Creole.
Finally, there was a list of documents with links at the bottom of the page including a
copy of the 2018-2019 ESOL Handbook, the District ELL Plan and approval letter in both
English and Creole, the Promoting Biliteracy with No Tech, Low-Tech, and High-Tech Options
at Home: Parent Workshop document in both English and Spanish, and directions in English,
Spanish, and Haitian Creole to access a Zoom recording of the ESOL Parent Workshop from
January 14, 2021.
The ESOL Handbook appeared to be intended for ESOL personnel with information
about coding students in the district’s data mainframe. It is also mentioned that there were three
service delivery models: Mainstream/Inclusion-English/Core/Basic Subject Areas, Sheltered
English/Language Arts, and Dual Language (Two-Way Developmental Bilingual Education)
(see https://www.leeschools.net/common/pages/DisplayFile.aspx?itemId=18729924).
The copies of the most current District ELL Plans were easily accessible on this page,
and it was most striking that time had been taken to translate this document into Haitian Creole,
but it was also notable that it had not been translated into any other language including Spanish
(see https://www.leeschools.net/common/pages/DisplayFile.aspx?itemId=26022198;
https://www.leeschools.net/common/pages/DisplayFile.aspx?itemId=26022200). Although
District ELL Plans were available from the FLDOE by request, it was a moment of transparency
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that it is included on the district website’s ESOL page. Again, this policy document may not be
particularly accessible for those who do not have a background in ESOL education whether it is
available in English or a language other than English (LOTE).
Finally, parents could view the Zoom recording of the ESOL Parent Workshop that took
place on January 14, 2021 and read the accompanying document with links to resources that is
available in both English and Spanish (see
https://www.leeschools.net/common/pages/DisplayFile.aspx?itemId=32209522;
https://www.leeschools.net/common/pages/DisplayFile.aspx?itemId=32209520). The directions
for accessing the Zoom recording were also in Haitian Creole, but there was no document
available in that translation (see
https://www.leeschools.net/common/pages/DisplayFile.aspx?itemId=32425323).
On the top of the district home page, there were also two drop down menus: Select a
School and Language (see https://www.leeschools.net/). The schools were divided into
Elementary, Middle, and Center tabs that listed all of the schools in that category. The Language
drop down included: Spanish, Cantonese, French, German, Italian, Tagalog, Vietnamese,
Korean, Russian, Hindi, and Haitian Creole. These translated sites appeared to be powered by
Google, and when you selected any of the headings in the ribbon or the tiles on the side, all of
the information on that page was translated. My initial response was that this service was an
amazing resource for parents and guardians of students who are literate in one of the languages
provided.
On the School District of Lee County homepage, Our Schools is one of the choices in the
top ribbon. Selecting it brings one to a page where there are a variety of links, including Before
and After School Programs, Code of Conduct, Bus Routes, and so forth (see
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https://www.leeschools.net/our_schools). There was also a link to a List of Schools where the
120 schools in the district are separated by grade level and type along with information about
enrolling your child in a school (see https://www.leeschools.net/our_schools/list_of_schools).
When I selected High School, I was presented with a list of 15 schools including the principal’s
name, school address, phone number, fax number, uniform requirement, zone, and capacity with
the option to print the page (see
https://www.leeschools.net/our_schools/list_of_schools/high_schools). When I clicked on a high
school, it automatically opened in another tab which allowed me to easily navigate back to the
school list. Under Our Students, there was a drop down that listed student programs. However,
none of the high school websites include ESOL programs. There was also the option to translate
the high school webpage into the following languages: Spanish, Cantonese, French, German,
Italian, Tagalog, Vietnamese, Korean, Russian, Hindi, and Haitian Creole. These languages
mirrored the school district website.
Lee Public Secondary Schools. When searching public secondary schools in Lee
County, there were many ESOL search results that yielded no document match, while others
provided email lists to school personnel including ESOL. East Lake County High School has a
Sports/Clubs list that was linked when searching for ESOL which stated there was an ESOL
Club, but the Coach/Sponsor was to be determined (TBD) (see
https://elc.leeschools.net/cms/one.aspx?portalId=694521&pageId=908067). Although it was
encouraging that there was a club for ELLs, it was disheartening that there was no club sponsor
listed in a search that was conducted midway through the academic year (January 30, 2021).
Conversely, South Fort Myers High School also included an Activities/Clubs list which included
and ESOL English Club noting that it met after school and listing a school sponsor (see
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https://sfm.leeschools.net/cms/one.aspx?portalId=696614&pageId=906644). When looking in
the Faculty and Staff page, I found that the ESOL English Club sponsor was not the ESOL
teacher but rather a Secondary Reading Teacher. It has been my experience that the ESOL
teacher can be housed in different high school departments including Foreign language due to the
methods of instruction, Language Arts due to the content taught, or Reading due to the literacy
component.
A search for ESOL on the Mariner High School website produced three results including
an Administration and Faculty page, a Teaching Staff page, and a ESOL Parent Night
announcement from a previous school year
(https://mrh.leeschools.net/search/default.aspx?q=esol&type=0,695618-350,695618-117|1,695702-124). The Teaching Staff page did not include an ESOL teacher but rather included a
list of four teachers who were teaching out of field because they did not have ESOL endorsement
on their teaching certificates (see
https://mrh.leeschools.net/cms/one.aspx?portalId=695702&pageId=1968527).
There appeared to be a lack of uniformity from this small sampling as to accessibility of
documents and resources for parents or guardians who are Spanish and Haitian Creole speakers
in Lee County. However, the ESOL page did include several resources easily accessible once
that page was located. The easy to access links to each of the schools and the opportunity for
translation into 11 languages made the information more available to more people. However, this
website did not provide direct information about ESOL programs that could be easily searched.
Polk District Website
The landing page of Polk County Public Schools (see polkschoolsfl.com) has a Parents
tab which included additional links. One of these links is ESOL (see polkschoolsfl.com/esol). At
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the top of the page was a statement that ESOL services are provided to all students in the district
in grades Kindergarten to twelfth grade as well as a contact us tile (see
https://polkschoolsfl.com/esol/). There were 13 entries for personnel located at the Jim Miles
Professional Development Center. In my capacity as a WIDA Professional Learning Specialist, I
have had the opportunity to facilitate professional development trainings for teachers who work
with ELLs. This site is a location for professional development as well as support personnel
offices; it is not a site where students are provided instructional support. Farther down this page,
there are Learning at Home opportunities including Science Picture Vocabulary and Connect
School and Home documents for Kindergarten, First, and Second Grade.
On the middle of this page, there were “Resources for Parents” which were available in
English, Español, and Keyol Ayisyen (Haitian Creole). The first topic was the Consent Decree
with a link to the Florida Department of Education (FLDOE) website. The second topic included
a link to an ESOL Brochure which was published in 2012. When I selected this link on May 26,
2020, it took me to the actual brochure. However, when I most recently clicked on the link on
January 24, 2021, I received a 404 Error message, page not found (see
https://polkschoolsfl.com/parents/spanish/documents/esol_BrochureEnglish.pdf). Another
resource for parents led to a Policies, Procedures and Forms page that included some information
in English, Spanish, and Haitian Creole. including the Student Code of Conduct and several
medical forms. Other resources included links to the technical colleges, adult education schools,
Florida’s Adult and Family Literacy Resource Center, and the Polk County Community Center
(https://polkschoolsfl.com/esol/). The first impression I had of this listing was that it could be
supportive for parents of ELLs or may be a not-so-subtle suggestion that older ELLs should
enroll in technical college or adult education rather than a program at their local high school.
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At the bottom of the page there were three additional links under the heading of
Educational:
•

Parent Roadmaps to the Common Core Standards (published in 2012 and 2013,
and also available in Spanish),

•

Tool Kit for Hispanic Parents from the US Department of Education (also
available in Spanish, and

•

Colorin Colorado (which includes some resources in Spanish as well as English
for teachers and parents of ELLs).
(see https://polkschoolsfl.com/esol/; https://www.cgcs.org/domain/36:
https://www2.ed.gov/parents/academic/involve/2006toolkit/elemschool-en.html;
https://www.colorincolorado.org/newsletters).

Finally, there were “Other Resources” including an audio translator (see
http://www.oddcast.com/demos/tts/tts_tran_example.php?clients), websites to support learning
English (see https://www.usalearns.org/; http://www.goethe-verlag.com/book2/), a link to the
U.S Citizenship and Immigration Services website (see https://www.uscis.gov/), and a link to the
Polk County Schools ESE Resources for more information in the content areas of literacy, math,
and science (see https://polkschoolsfl.com/ese/). These resources appeared to make certain
assumptions about the population who would research information about ESOL. There appeared
to be the expectation that parents speak Spanish or possibly Haitian Creole and that they may
need immigration assistance. There were also assumptions about ELLs themselves. Although
many of the supports that were provided in schools for students identified as ESE may be
effective for ELLs, the causation for the need for these supports was quite different. For
example, reading comprehension was impeded for ELLs due to developing English language
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proficiency and vocabulary development but may be impeded due to a language processing
problem or visual discrimination issue for ESE students. Finally, the duration of necessary
supports for ELLs would diminish as they acquired English language proficiency. However,
depending on the difference or disability, the duration of supports for ESE students may continue
throughout their educational career. When I entered ESOL into the search engine on Polk County
Public Schools’ website, the first result listed was the ESOL Department page previously
described.
On the original landing page for the school district, in the Parents drop down menu there
was a tile for “Parent’s Home.” There were statements about several programs including ESOL
with the following statement, “Polk County Public School’s English for Speakers of Other
Languages (ESOL) department supports the academic success and acculturation of English
language learners” (see https://polkschoolsfl.com/parents/). Selecting this link, once again,
brings one back to the ESOL Department home page.
Also, under the Parents tab are “School Options” that are separated by grade level and
then by program as well as “School Options by Program” (see
https://polkschoolsfl.com/schooloptions/). The high school grade level did not mention ESOL
instructional models, but the adult school grade level specifically mentions the ESOL program.
This framing may make it seem as though the adult ESOL option might be appropriate for older
ELLs including secondary SLIFE.
When selecting Our Schools at the top of the Polk County Schools website, I was taken
to a page that included school listings (see https://polkschoolsfl.com/schools/). From there I was
taken to a page that allowed me to browse by grade level or by type, as well as to Search all
schools. On this page there was also an alphabetical list of all of the schools which included a
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picture, the physical address, phone number, website link, grades, and school population (see
https://polkschoolsfl.com/schoollistings/). When I selected high schools, the list of schools was
narrowed to high schools, middle-high schools, and other school program types that are available
to high school students. When I clicked on one of the school web links, it opened the website in
the same tab although I could select to open it in another tab by right clicking on my computer
mouse. Again, the focus for this search is public K-12 brick and mortar schools, so those
associated with the local state colleges and self-contained Special Education (SPED) schools
were not included in the review of websites even though they were listed when the High School
tile was selected.
Polk Public Secondary Schools. As with the other websites, some ESOL searches
yielded no results while others directed me to a link to a staff directory. However, I found it
rather disconcerting that approximately a third of the websites did not include a search box on
their landing page, further limiting access to the information available on their school website.
Auburndale Senior High School did not have a search box on its website, but the ESOL
teacher’s contact information could be found under the Staff drop down menu that included
Instructional Staff (see http://www.auburndalehighschool.com/instructional-staff/).
Meade Middle-Senior High School welcomes visitors to their website with both a search
box and a translate option in the languages of Spanish and Haitian Creole. A search for ESOL
resulted in a faculty listing, where under the heading of ESOL/Migrant Support, a Student
Success Coach was listed along with their contact information (see http://fmmshs.polkfl.net/faculty/).
George Jenkins High School website ESOL search resulted in information about ESOL
after school tutoring and testing information (see http://georgejenkinshs.com/?s=esol). However,
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the testing information related to progress monitoring was outdated as it referenced the CELLA
(Comprehensive English Language Learning Assessment) which has not been given in Florida
since 2014 as noted in the District ELL Plan. The after school tutoring heading was a live link to
a page with more information about days and times (see http://georgejenkinshs.com/after-schoolesol-tutoring/).
Neither Haines City Senior High School nor the Haines City High School International
Baccalaureate East which is housed at the senior high school included a search box or any easily
accessible information about ESOL (see http://www.hainescityhighschool.com/;
http://hcib.polk-fl.net/).
At Lake Regions High School, a search of the website for ESOL resulted in the usual
staff directory, but it also included an announcement that they had selected their Teacher of the
Year for 2020-2021, their ESOL teacher who is now in the running to represent the Polk County
School District (see https://lakeregionhigh.polkschoolsfl.com/?s=ESOL).
Lake Whales High School website landing page proudly displays a Best High Schools
Ranking, 2020, from U.S. News and World Report, and it should be noted they also have an IB
World program, but like so many schools the only searchable information about ESOL resulted
in a link to the school staff directory (see https://lakewaleshigh.com/?s=esol).
The Lakeland High School website was powered by Weebly, and it did not include a
search box (see https://www.lakelandhighschool.com/). When I selected Menu from the home
page, I found under the Directory a page for Exceptional Student Ed & ESOL where there was a
list of teachers along with their contact information, interests, and picture (see
https://www.lakelandhighschool.com/exceptional-student-ed--esol.html). Although this was a
friendly introduction to the educators, it was problematic to include ESOL with Exceptional
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Student Education as the developing English language proficiency of ELLs is not a learning
disability; rather, it is an asset as it means that the student is progressing toward multilingualism.
Although information regarding ESOL models of instruction for ELLs was lacking, the
website was easier to navigate and find information about the ESOL Program in general. Again,
the information was mostly presented in English and would not be easily accessible for parents
or guardians who are not fluent speakers of English. Notably, Polk County High School websites
do not uniformly include a search box, and only one school provided the option of translation.
Initial Reflection on District Websites. Each school district had a public facing website.
Yet, the information specifically related to ESOL programs and services for ELLs was limited or
simply not searchable. ESOL specific webpages found provided general information about
programs, and linked documents were often out of date with few static documents translated into
more than a couple of languages other than English, if at all.
The approach to translation varied greatly from using Google Translate for a wide variety
of languages, listing several languages for website translations, or providing no translation. It is
reasonable to expect that parents of SLIFE may themselves not be fluent speakers of English,
thus making translation necessary if information is to be comprehensible to them. Electronic
translation can be problematic as these services are not infallible. It has been my experience that
there are often errors in translation of informal language or dialectical language. For example,
when a language is a world language, the same informal term may have different meanings in
different dialects.
At an individual school level, it was still challenging to find any information related to
ESOL beyond the names of school personnel who provided ESOL services (e.g., ESOL teacher
or bilingual paraprofessional). Many schools searched did not even provide this information on
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their local websites while several in Polk County did not even include a search box on the school
website. It appeared that the only way to find out about specific instructional models available in
the school district was to contact individual schools, provided contact personnel were listed.
As a career educator who served as an ESOL teacher in one of the school districts, I
found it challenging to find any information about ESOL on the district and individual secondary
school websites. For parents of secondary SLIFE, and for the students themselves, there did not
appear to be information about available ESOL programs and services that could have informed
their decisions.
Chapter Summary
Research findings were reported in three phases: (1) analysis of the 1990 Florida Consent
Decree and associated board rules; (2) analysis of District ELL Plans across the three selected
Florida school districts during four three-year reporting cycles; and (3) review of District ESOL
websites and secondary school websites for ESOL information. All of these policy documents
regardless of a print or digital format had potential to provide information about ESOL
instructional models available to SLIFE. At the highest level, there is a written commitment to
providing educational opportunities and support to ELLs in the consent decree. At the district
level, there appears to be further intention to put this commitment into practice, but at the local
secondary level, the information regarding ESOL was minimal. Chapter 6 includes further
analysis of these policy documents along with potential recommendations for both practice and
further study.
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CHAPTER 6:
DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND CONSIDERATIONS

This chapter provides a discussion of the findings of this study, conclusions, and
considerations of implications for practice and future research. The chapter closes with my
reflection on what I have learned from the study as a career ESOL educator.
Collection of ELL Demographic Data in Florida
The English Language Learners page on the Florida Department of Education (FLDOE)
website states that Spanish is the most common language in the ELL student population and that
there are more than 300 different languages represented. The website does not provide additional
information about the numbers or percentage of ELLs who speak these languages (see
http://www.fldoe.org/academics/eng-language-learners/).
Part of my responsibility as an ESOL Lead Teacher in two different Florida school
districts was to document demographic and other information about each student who was
identified as a possible English Language Learner (ELL). That data included the student’s
country of origin and home language as recorded on the Home Language Survey during student
registration. The Florida Department of Education Data Base Requirements included country
codes (see http://www.fldoe.org/core/fileparse.php/8838/urlt/0087891-appendc.pdf) and
language codes (see http://www.fldoe.org/core/fileparse.php/8844/urlt/0089916-appendn.pdf) as
required student data elements with an implementation date of July 1, 1995. There are 284
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country codes listed; there are 335 language codes, including 189 indigenous languages of the
Americas, 10 Pacific language codes, a code for other, and even a code for not applicable
(FLDOE, 1995).
I was informed when working as the ESOL Lead that these elements are part of the audit
of record conducted at each school during FTCE periods related to student funding. To be clear,
the FLDOE requires Florida School Districts to collect and record the country and language of
ELLs at the individual school level, yet the FLDOE does not collect this information to
disaggregate at the state level, and it is not required by the U.S. Department of Education
(USDOE) to do so. Nor does the school district disseminate the information from each school
related to language and country codes. All the data are collected to be able to disaggregate
student data based on home language and country of origin, but this is not reported, so it cannot
be used when considering the effectiveness of programs for different ELL populations. This
information is, however, also documented on the annual assessment of ELLs in Florida.
Florida has been a member of the WIDA Consortium since 2015. As such, Florida uses
the WIDA ACCESS for ELLs assessment suite to annually assess ELLs on their developing
English Language Proficiency (ELP). This assessment will be referred to simply as ACCESS. As
stated previously, this meets the requirement initiated in NCLB (2001) and upheld in its
reauthorization as ESSA (2015). On the covers of the ACCESS student test booklets,
demographic information is collected to aid in WIDA research, but it could also be used as a data
point to determine the effectiveness of ESOL programs for ELLs based on a variety of factors.
The demographic information that can be coded includes:
1. Date of testing,
2. Student name,
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3. District name and school name,
4. Native Language (as defined by state),
5. State name abbreviation,
6. Grade level,
7. Length of time in LEP/EL program,
8. Gender,
9. Racial/ethnic group,
10. Birth date,
11. Date first enrolled in U.S. School (DUES date),
12. Individual Education Program (IEP) Status,
13. Title III Status,
14. Migrant,
15. 504 Plan,
16. State student identification (ID) number,
17. State defined optional data,
18. District student ID number,
19. District defined optional data,
20. Language Education Program (LIEP) classification, and
21. Accommodations for student who have an IEP or 504 Plan. (WIDA, 2019, pp. 22-27)
The native language, length of time in the ELL Program, racial/ethnic group, date first enrolled
in U.S. schools (DUESS date), and Language Educational Program (LIEP) classification are
already collected. Migrant is “defined legally as a migratory agricultural worker under ESSA
2015. Classification as a migratory child requires the National Certificate of Eligibility form to
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be on file” (WIDA, 2019, p.26). State and district defined data could be added to further provide
demographic details for further analysis. These defined data points could include the
place/country of origin of students that is already known as it is collected during student
registration. Another data point that could be added might include SLIFE status if it was defined
by the state or a yes/no option for limited/interrupted formal education.
There appears to be a kind of data hoarding related to SLIFE. Most of the data collected
could inform programs for these students, but data are collected to be policy compliant. Data are
heaped upon data until what is buried at the bottom is difficult to locate and may be of limited
value to the students that could have been impacted at the time of data collection and may be of
no use to anyone moving forward without some serious organizing.
The LIEP classification refers to the ELL Programs used to support English language
development (ELD). The ACCESS Test Administrator Manual lists these classifications as:
1. EL bilingual,
2. Mixed bilingual,
3. EL-specific transitional instruction,
4. Mixed classes with native language support,
5. EL-specific with English-only support,
6. Mixed classes with English-only support,
7. No support provided, and
8. Parental refusal of services. (WIDA, 2019, p. 27)
When I worked as the ESOL Lead during the 2015-2016 school year in Florida, I was instructed
to code all of my ELLs taking ACCESS as mixed classes with English-only support even though
many of them received native language support in Spanish. ‘English-only’ is defined as:
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English proficiency and content are the focus of instruction. The student’s native
language is not used in instruction or as support. Support is provided either inside or
outside of the regular classroom. Class composition: ELLs and non-ELLs share a
classroom. (WIDA, 2019, p. 27)
When the coded information is determined by a district directive rather than school specific
instructional models for students, it does not provide valid or reliable data points for
consideration.
When Johnson (2019) conducted research in a California school district with large
numbers of Chinese and Spanish ELs, she found that one of the strongest determiners of course
taking was eighth grade scores (p. 471). There appeared to be four factors that shaped access to
high school courses for multilingual learners:
1. Low-resource schools,
2. English Language Development (ELD) courses,
3. Administrator’s perceptions, and
4. Teacher staffing. (p. 462)
For her study, Johnson grouped ELs into the following subgroups: newcomers including SIFE,
mid-term EL (MTEL), long-term EL (LTEL), and reclassified fluent English proficient (RFEP)
(Johnson, 2019). See Figure 8 for characteristics of these classifications. ELs were compared
with those students who were never classified as ELs or Never-ELs. The newcomer subgroup
refugees and asylum seekers may have required academic and linguistic support, but also
emotional and social support, health and nutrition support as well in some cases (p. 463).
Johnson called for “more robust evidence, derived from disaggregated data, on the
current state of access and outcomes and potential interventions for underserved groups”
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Figure 8
Access to Courses by EL Subgroups
• Take fewer courses overall
Newcomers • Take just as many advanced math & science classes

• Take a similar number of courses in most subjects.
MTEL

• Enroll in significantly fewer advanced courses.
LTEL

• Take significantly more general and advanced academic courses.
RFEP

Data source: Adapted from Johnson, A. (2019, p. 469)

including SIFE (2019, p. 477). She acknowledged that there was no one perfect approach that
benefitted all ELs. However, she also noted that programing for Newcomers and SIFE was more
complex (Johnson, 2019, p. 477). When considering accountability under ESSA (2015), Johnson
suggested that “more detailed tracking and reporting of immigrant students’ academic outcomes
and prior schooling experiences would also assist educators and policy makers to design
programs and policy that accommodated the needs of individual students. For example, “states
might consider requiring schools to report the number of SIFE and disaggregating EL SIFEs’
outcomes from other ELs” (2019, p. 478).
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ELL Plans
When considering the possible changes in the District ELL Plans from one three year
period to the next, the changes in demographics of the student populations and their communities
may provide some context for those changes. However, this information is not publicly available.
ESOL Programs in the Three School Districts
All of the District ELL Plans included information about which instructional models were
offered, but they did not include information as to which grade levels had which models unless
the information was included in an Appendix. Not all appendices were provided in the
information requested from the FLDOE for the District ELL Plans. Table 9 indicates the type of
instructional model used and the cycle in which its use was reported by the three Florida school
districts that were the focus of this study.
Table 9
Type of ELL Instructional Model Used in Plan Reporting Cycles
Sheltered

MainstreamDevelopmental Bilingual
Inclusion
Education
English Core/Basic English Core/Basic Maintenance
Dual
Language
Subject
Language
Subject
Language
Arts
Areas
Arts
Areas
(two-way)
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
Hillsborough
3
3
3
4
4
4
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
Lee
3
3
3
3
4
4
4
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
Polk
3
3
3
3
3
4
4
4
4
4

248

Although the District ELL Template from the FLDOE listed six different options for
ESOL models of instruction, none of the school districts reported offering a Maintenance
Development Bilingual Education program. The purpose of a Maintenance and Development
Bilingual Education Program is not only to learn the target language of English, but also to
maintain and develop the first language of the students. Such a program could meet students
where they are in their language learning trajectory in their first language, as well as support
them in their English language development. Secondary SLIFE by definition have limited and/or
interrupted formal education and as such may not have developed grade level literacy or content
knowledge in their first language. One of the only research-based ways to support faster
language development of an additional language is through the support of the first or known
language (Thomas & Collier, 2018). Beyond first language support, maintaining the first
language also facilitates communication with families and communities.
Lee and Polk County School Districts offered Dual Language (Two-Way) Bilingual
Programs, but Hillsborough did not. Although all three of the school districts have ELL
populations near 10% of the overall student population, there were more ELLs in Hillsborough
County due to the much larger size of the district’s student body. As Sampson (2019) pointed
out, Dual Language Programs were often marketed to parents of monolingual English-speaking
children who want their children to develop language proficiency in another language while
parents of ELLs may be excluded from these very programs. As there was no information about
the Dual Language Bilingual Instructional models on either the Lee or Polk County School
District websites, there did not appear to be marketing for any parents at the district level for this
instructional model.
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All three districts provided Sheltered English Language Arts as an instructional model
during all four of the planning cycles. Having taught the Florida high school course,
Developmental Language Arts through ESOL, in a county that is not part of this study,
opportunity for individualized instruction to support English language development was
provided. I also used the course to support building background knowledge related to the content
that my secondary ELLs were learning in their content area courses. This course was coded as an
elective on my students’ schedules and was in addition to the Mainstream ELA course they took
with ESOL accommodations provided by their content teacher.
Polk County School District was the only district of the three currently offering Sheltered
Content Area Classes as a model of instruction for ELLs. Sheltered Content Area Classes can be
particularly supportive of the English language learning of students, but also need to include
rigorous content opportunities so that students do not fall further behind in content learning. This
is particularly true for secondary SLIFE.
Lee County School District is the only one not offering Mainstream-Inclusion English
Language Arts. I wonder if the Sheltered ELA course takes its place in this school district or if it
is viewed as being part of the Mainstream-Inclusive Core or Basic Subject Area courses offered.
During all four cycles in all three districts, Mainstream-Inclusion Core/Basic Subject
Areas were offered. ‘Mainstream’ is a term often used in education to describe the instructional
model that is meant for all students; it is sometimes described as ‘regular’ education. For
inclusion courses to be meaningful for secondary SLIFE, attention must be paid to the particular
learning needs of this population including support for English language development as well as
comprehensible content instruction.
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Websites
Education websites serve a variety of purposes including sharing information about and
marketing offered programs. It appears website systems are more often either proprietary or
purchased and not generally dependent on demographic information (Kimmons, Hunsaker,
Jones, & Stauffer, 2019, p. 180). “School websites—and the tools they link to—are primarily
intended to support the school’s interactions with the public rather than interactions among
teachers and students” (Kimmons et al., 2019, p. 196). Kimmons and colleagues found in their
review of 6,125 websites representing 18 states across the U.S., urban and suburban “schools
were more likely to link to Google Translate than their rural peers, presumably because their
students reflect a greater diversity of home languages being spoken” (2019, p. 197).
In 2017, Ratliff evaluated 143 Mississippi public school websites and concluded that the
websites were not utilizing the web-based platform as a way to communicate with parents
clearly. For charter schools, the marketing of programs, including those for diverse student
populations and language learners, may be more direct. Wilson and Carlsen (2016) used critical
discourse analysis (CDA) to research 55 elementary charter school websites in Michigan. One of
the questions posed related to how marketing was accomplished based on the diversity and
intersectionality of potential students. They considered each webpage of the respective charter
schools to be a page which was then a unit of analysis. The schools were categorized into four
groups: Elite and International, Culturally Specific, Results-Oriented, and Progressive.
The first group included International Baccalaureate (IB) and/or Language Immersion,
but was marketed for white, affluent students rather than language learners and focused on
competing in a global economy. The second group included schools focused on culturally
relevant pedagogy and was marketed to immigrant students from Africa and South America as
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well as Latinx Americans and African Americans. Group three was results oriented and marketed
to Latinx students, but with a focus on achievement rather than cultural diversity. Group four
held a view of multiculturalism and social justice as the focus of their education. As such, the
physical location of the schools in group four were in diverse neighborhoods. Wilson and
Carlsen (2016) noted that there were complex contextual considerations related to culture when
marketing for charter schools which may exacerbate the segmentation of schools leading to
further segregations of student populations (pp. 39-40).
Anglin (2019) pointed out that students are impacted first and foremost by district level
policies (p. 685). She suggested that policies that are posted on district websites make it easier
and more efficient for researchers to follow policy changes in education (p. 703). However, this
is only the case when policy information is shared publicly on district and school websites.
Key Issues in District ELL Plans and Websites
There are several overarching issues that are evident in the both the District ELL Plans
and the District websites: (1) Information is not readily available to parents for multiple reasons;
(2) There is opacity in what ESOL instructional models are available and where; (3)
Effectiveness of ESOL services is difficult to determine. These issues intersect with both
educational policy related to SLIFE and research literature that informs best practices for SLIFE.
Figure 9 provides a graphic representation of these intersections.
Access to Information for Parents
I would not expect most parents to review a District ELL Plan, but as a parent, it seems
reasonable to expect that there would be helpful and useful information on a district website
regarding information that could be relevant for my child. However, school district websites
examined for this study were challenging to navigate to various degrees. For example,
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Figure 9
Key Issues in District Response to ELL Policy and Planning

there was no uniformity in the meaning of ESOL. For some districts, it applies to adult ELLs,
and for others it applies to students in Kindergarten through twelfth grade. For another example,
it is quite likely that parents of ELLs speak a language other than English (LOTE). Although it
may not be feasible to translate information into every language that is present in a community, it
would be helpful to translate and post information that pertains to ELLs and their families. Using
a translation service in the way the School District of Lee County did provided access to much of
the information on the district’s website for those who speak one of the eleven languages listed.
Student Access to ESOL Programs and Services
Through this study, I discovered that it was quite challenging to find information about
what ESOL Programs and Services were available in the Florida school districts examined. In
the District ELL Plans, a list of instructional models was provided. Depending on the district and
the plan cycle, information about some of the provided ESOL accommodations available for
testing and possibly instruction was accessible. If the schools in the district were listed in the
appendix of the document, the reader could see which schools had which programs. However,
for most of the requested District ELL Plans this information was not included.
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The district websites provided even less information about the ESOL program for K-12
students in the public school system. Rather, a general overview of the ESOL program was
provided as well as some supporting documents that did not include information about the actual
instructional models available to ELLs.
Although both federal policy under ESSA (2015) and IDEA (1990) and state policy
under the 1990 Florida Consent Decree codify that ELLs who are identified as also having a
disability have a right to both services, there was very little information about the provision of
ESE services for ELLs. The Polk County Public Schools website did include a link to ESE
information from the ESOL page. There was also information regarding considering exiting a
student from the ESOL program in Lee County Public Schools if a student was also identified as
qualifying for Special Education (SPED) services (LCPS, 2009, pp. 14-15).
Outcome Measures for Instructional Programs
There appeared to be little policy in place to address the needs of secondary SLIFE;
rather, their course programming appeared to be done on a case-by-case basis by ELL
Committees after the review of the student’s age, previous schooling, English language
proficiency, and possibly a student or parent interview.
In Section 4 of the District ELL template (Comprehensible Program Requirements and
Student Instruction), the question is posited, “How does the Local Education Agency (LEA)
determine if the instructional models are positively affecting student performance?” (FLDOE,
2017). Again, this appeared to be done on an individual basis by reviewing student assessments,
grades, and teacher input. If the demographic data already collected for ELLs, including their
home language and place of origin, were reported along with the instructional model, it would be
a start toward evaluating effective programs for subgroups of ELLs, including secondary SLIFE.
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This may inform allocations for resources including personnel and program materials and
supports, as well as professional development training.
Applied Policy Research Lens
The four categories of analysis in Applied Policy Research (APR) provide a useful lens for
viewing the results of this study:
1. Contextual: What is the form and nature of what exists?
2. Diagnostic: What are the reasons for, or causes of, what exists?
3. Evaluative: How effective is what exists?
4. Strategic: What new theories, policies, plans, or actions could be proposed? (Richie &
Spenser, 2002)
Contextual Analysis
What existed in the District ELL Plans examined met the requirements set forth in the
template provided by the Florida Department of Education (FLDOE) which is based on the 1990
Florida Consent Decree. These District ELL Plans listed the programs that were offered in the
school districts for ELLs. Data were collected at the school level about both the place of origin of
potential ELLs and their language other than English (LOTE). These two important data points
were required by the school district and documented in the school districts’ data frames.
Although ESOL instructional models were included in the District ELL Plans, the models were
not posted on either the District ESOL website or on the secondary schools’ individual school
websites, so they were not readily available to parents of ELLs and secondary SLIFE.
Specifically, Section 4: Comprehensive Program Requirements and Student Instructions of the
District ELL Plan template poses the question, “How does the LEA determine if the instructional
models are positively affecting student performance?” (see Appendix A, p. 300). The policy
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response in all three of the school district plans across the four cycles noted that the ELL
Committee reviews outcome measures on an individual basis. Although this might be effective
for each student on a case-by-case basis, this anecdotal approach does not provide a system for
looking at ESOL instructional model effectiveness for subgroups of ELLs including SLIFE.
Furthermore, the Local Education Agency is another term for the district. So, the question is
asking about how the district determines program effectiveness, but that determination is being
made at the school level.
The ELL Committee is comprised of educational professionals at the school with the
parent being invited to the meeting but not an integral and required member. The committee is
tasked with evaluating the effectiveness of the ESOL instructional model as well as the
programming for the student. The information available to the teachers that comprise the ELL
Committee includes outcome measures such as student test scores and grades as well as their
personal observations. Teachers can also access the demographic information that is available in
the student’s individual cumulative folders that house their school records and the data entered
into the district’s data mainframe system. However, unless they have taken it upon themselves to
learn more about the educational background of the student, this information is not routinely
gathered beyond previous school records and transcripts which might not be available or
transcribed for secondary SLIFE. It has been my experience that when teachers, particularly
ESOL teachers, do collect this type of data by interviewing students and communicating with
their parent, the information is not necessarily formally documented anywhere but rather shared
informally with other school staff when the opportunity arises.
In Section 3: Programmatic Assessment of the District ELL Plan template under the
subheading, ELL Student Plan Development, are the following statements:
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1. Describe the procedures for developing the Student ELL Plan. Including the
title(s) of the person(s) responsible for developing the plan and updating the ELL
data reporting elements. Also, include a description of when and how the plan is
updated to reflect the student’s current services.
2. Describe the elements of the plan (e.g., home-school communication, student
schedules and classes, progress monitoring, interventions, assessments, and other
evaluations). What is the teacher’s role in the development of the plan? (see
Appendix A, p. 300).
Here there is policy about the creation and monitoring of individual ELL plans. The District ELL
Plan responses state that the students will have equal access on par with that of their peers. It is
unclear whether they will be allowed to take coursework with limited or interrupted formal
education which may mean the student does not have the prerequisite course work to take
advanced classes. Also, this policy does not note the possible need for additional wraparound
services and support including intensive literacy instruction, counseling, access to health
services, and so forth.
Section 8: Parent, Guardian, Student Notification and Rights is the most specific section
regarding parental involvement for parents of ELLs. There is detailed list of procedures as to
how the school district notifies parents that their child has been identified as an ELL and will
receive ESOL program services. This section also prompts descriptions of how school personnel
will provide assistance to the parents in their home language what outreach activities are offered
to parents to support their child in learning English and meeting other academic standards
required by the state. Finally, there is a checklist of possible school-to-home communications.
The information outlined in the template in these two sections appears to be transactional in
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nature in asking the district to describe how they are informing parents and telling parents what
they should be doing in regard to their children’s education.
The next section, Section 9: The Parent Leadership Council (PLC) which can be at both
the Local Education Agency or District level and at the school level as per the check boxes in the
template. As per the template, “the PLC is ‘composed in the majority of parents of limited
English proficient students’” (see Appendix A, p. 305). The current District ELL Plans of this
study focus on the District PLC that approves the District ELL Plan. There is no direction in the
template as to how parents are recruited or invited to be on the PLCs.
Diagnostic Analysis
Here I found that much of the policy planning stated in the District ELL Plan was
compliance driven. The template included both leading questions and checklists to give form to
the plan, but these structures also guided those using the template toward certain responses. For
example, although demographic information about the students was collected, only the most
frequent language groups in the ELL populations appeared to inform language translation of
documents or language translation services provided. In addition, the state did not require school
districts to provide place of origin or language other than English (LOTE) of ELLs even though
the FLDOE provided the codes for them and the districts audit the schools for them. This
information is collected on the Home Language Survey (HLS) form where an affirmative answer
about the student use of a LOTE, more frequent use of a LOTE, or home language as a LOTE
triggers and English language proficiency screener assessment. There may also be a space on the
HLS form for parents to record the country of birth of the student and or the parents. Although I
have reviewed many completed HLSs as an ESOL teacher, none of the three districts reviewed
have theirs publicly available on their district websites.
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The ESOL Instructional Models that were implemented within a district appeared to be
most influenced by administrative decisions at the school level. It was not clear what factors
were taken into consideration when making the choice as to which ESOL models would be
offered at each school. Since SLIFE is not defined by the FLDOE, there is no information about
the factors that would categorize an ELL as SLIFE are considered when making individual ELL
plans. Although categorizing people can lead to marginalization of them, without defining a
category the specific attributes of that category are not necessarily addressed.
The information available to the ELL Committee in general and to teachers specifically is
often based on what is required. There is a requirement at the local level to collect demographic
information such as the LOTE and the place of origin of the student as well as assessment data
and previous records, but collecting additional information takes time and resources. To be able
to interview the student and their parents would take time and quite possibly a translator who
speaks the same LOTE.
The District ELL Plan template Section 8 addresses notification of the parent, guardian,
and their rights. This flow of information appears to be transactional in nature. It has been my
experience that schools inform parents about some of what occurs in schools and tell parents
how they can best teach their children and volunteer to support school activities. Section 9
exemplifies this notion with the primary purpose of the District PLC it to approve the District
ELL Plan.
Evaluative Analysis
It was unclear as to whether the current policy was providing the intended support for
ELLs in general and secondary SLIFE specifically. Although District ELL Plans examined
discussed program effectiveness for individual ELLs, only anecdotal data were provided from
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school sites about the efficacy of their ESOL programming. Identification of particularly
promising practices in place to support the linguistic, academic, and personal goals of secondary
ELLs was not possible as the data mined from the policy resources, ELL plans, and websites did
not provide data to guide that identification. Furthermore, since individual ELL plans which
include more than the ESOL instructional model the student receives are evaluated for their
positive impact at the individual level, there is little data to point to what programs, models, and
coursework are most supportive of ELLs, taking into account the diversity within and among this
group of students. For secondary SLIFE, there are additional factors such as low literacy in the
LOTE, missing formalized education in content areas, and so on related to background
knowledge. These factors are only part of the whole person that is embodied in the secondary
SLIFE who may also have experienced trauma due to their lived experience. The
intersectionality of this particular group of students is often marginalized on several fronts
including issues related to race, ethnicity, religion, and immigration status in addition to the
languages they speak and where in the world they have lived.
Although it is quite possible that the ESOL teacher or Bilingual paraprofessional that
works directly with ELLs knows more than their LOTE(s), place of origin, prior formal
education through school records or transcripts because of their relationship with this particular
group of students, it is quite likely that other school personnel who come in contact with ELLs
have the same detailed knowledge about these students. There does not appear to be a formalized
system to share known information with the appropriate people in the school setting that codified
in state board rule or the District ELL Plans.
It has been my experience as an ESOL teacher, that parents of ELLs often trust that
schools and teachers are doing what is in the best interest of their children. However, when the
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relationship between the school and the parents is simply transactional there is a missed
opportunity for truly supporting the educational goals that parents have for their children and by
extension that children have for themselves.
Strategic Analysis
Districts could better utilize student data collected as part of the registration process and
add information about previous formal educational experiences. These student data could then be
cross listed with the ESOL program the student attended. For secondary SLIFE, it would also be
informative to cross list the student data with other course work and wraparound services they
were provided. All of these data could then be analyzed to determine appropriate programming
and best practices for secondary SLIFE that were shown to be effective and supportive in
providing equitable educational opportunities.
Another policy consideration would be to develop a working definition for SLIFE.
Labeling is quite often problematic as it can lead to further marginalization. However, to address
an issue, it often has to be named. When the term SLIFE is not defined, then examining the
effectiveness of policy related to these students is limited by the data sets produced. Once SLIFE
has been defined, and ESOL instructional models as well as additional programming and
services have been evaluated as to their potential effectiveness for SLIFE, then resources may be
better allocated for teachers to have professional development to support SLIFE.
Creating a coordination of programming documents to be used by schools with places to
record the programs, courses, and services that the student was enrolled in or were available to
them as well as other supporting information about who was the contact person would be useful
in creating a comprehensive individual ELL student plan. This document could be stored in the
student cumulative folder and if the demographic information about the student was added, the
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district could use this data to have another way of considering the positive impact programming
was having for the student or what needed to be revised.
Developing an interview protocol that could be administered when students are registered
at schools or district intake centers would be one way to build both knowledge about the student
that could then inform their instructional programming and support as well as create a data base
for evaluating programs above the individual level. This would also take a commitment to
translation services rather than falling back on the notion that translation is an option based on
feasibility. Currently, there are real time translation services that can be utilized at little to no
cost to schools through services such as Google Translate (see https://translate.google.com/) and
Microsoft Translator (see https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/translator/). Although this may not
be appropriate for official forms or high stakes meeting notes due to legal issues, it would go a
long way to making the sharing of information about students with parents and the sharing of
information of students with educators more feasible.
Critical Discourse Analysis Lens
The four key ideas of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) as outlined by Jiménez-Silva
and colleagues (2016) provide another lens for reviewing the results of the study. The four ideas
are:
1. Social conditions are realized in texts, but texts also serve to (re)produce social
conditions,
2. Intertextuality—texts relate not only to context, but to other texts,
3. Within a given cultural, historical, and social context, there are particular ways of
understanding the world that make possible particular ways of speaking and
writing—discourses, and
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4. CDA has both political and emancipatory aims. (p. 7)
The 1990 Florida Consent Decree was the settlement of a lawsuit brought on behalf of ELLs who
needed additional consideration to support both their English language development and content
knowledge learning. To what extent have these documents and other policy documents benefited
secondary SLIFE in meeting these stated goals?
Social Conditions
District ELL Plans examined appeared to reproduce the marginalization of secondary
SLIFE by not addressing their special needs in any meaningful way. Secondary SLIFE are often
marginalized based on many of the facets of their identity including race, ethnicity, religion,
immigration status, and languages spoken, as well as English language proficiency. By not
defining who belongs to the ELL subgroup known as SLIFE, these students may be assigned to
programming based on a misguided assumption that ELLs are a homogeneous group viewed
from a deficit lens and defined by their lack of English language proficiency rather than by the
assets they bring to the educational environment based on their rich lived experience and
linguistic resources.
Intertextuality
District ELL Plans are situated between the 1990 Florida Consent Decree and associated
state board rules and ESOL instructional models that are offered at local public secondary
schools. This intertextuality of the plan under the board rules and program descriptions, or lack
thereof, provide policy that might support the English language development of secondary
SLIFE but does not address other needs and challenges based on these students’ lived
experiences and other than formalized educational experiences. During this continued time of
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standards and accountability in education, academic English and standardized-edited English are
elevated above other dialects of English and other languages learned before English.
Emancipatory Aim
De-marginalizing is an emancipatory aim. SLIFE are all but invisible in policy around
the larger ELL student population of which they are members. In the 1990 Florida Consent
Decree, the term Limited English Production (LEP) was used to describe those students who
were learning English as an additional language. A District LEP Plan was renamed as a District
ELL Plan to reflect the shift in terms used in federal policy related to this particular group of
students. Federal policy shifted again with the Every Student Succeeds Act (2015) to use the
term English Learner (EL). Florida, however, has continued to use the term English Language
Learner (ELL).
The term Limited English Proficient (LEP) can suggest a deficit approach to these
students as it describes them by the specific language they have not acquired yet; it does not
speak to the language in which they have proficiency and use to communicate with others and
learn about the world. The shift to English Language Learner (ELL) leans toward the idea that
language learning is a trajectory, but the term still does not capture that the student already
possesses language resources. In my professional experience, the term English Learner (EL) is
problematic as all students who are in formal educational settings are learning English whether it
is their only language or one of several known to them. This logic fits into the paradigm that
teaching ELLs is just good teaching. This attitude does not take into consideration the
importance of Culturally Relevant Pedagogy (Gay, 2018) or the Funds of Knowledge
(FoK)(Esteban-Guitart, & Moll, 2014) of multilingual learners. The refusal to define the specific
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group of ELLs known in the field as SLIFE adds to the homogenous treatment and subsequent
marginalization of this particular group of students.
Some Implications for Further Research
Although the District ELL Plan template inquires about individual student ELL plans, it
does not provide details about the coordination of services. There are standard requirements for
graduation including coursework and cut scores on a variety of state mandated assessments.
Section 3: Programmatic Assessment requests information for both
•

the placement of ELLs with limited or no prior school experience(s) or whose school
records are incomplete or unobtainable, and

•

the process for awarding credit to students transferring from other countries for
language arts classes taken in the student’s native language and for foreign languages
the student may have taken (this may include English) (see Appendix A, p. 299).

Researchers could explore what placements are made for SLIFE when there are missing records
or transcripts. This study could also include the protocol, or develop one, for the steps that can be
followed when attempting to secure student records. Research could be conducted to gather data
about how credits were or were not awarded for coursework completed prior to enrolling in U.S.
schools to look for promising practices which could provide general guidance.
Minimal information was available on the district websites about resources for students
or families who may have refugee status. Additional research could be conducted on how local
agencies, as well as those imbedded at the school district level, coordinate programs to support
students with refugee status or are experiencing challenges based upon documentation status.
Although the 1990 Florida Consent Decree explicitly prohibits the reporting of undocumented
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students to immigration authorities (III.G.1., p.20), sharing of resources related to immigration
could provide an additional layer of support for SLIFE and their families.
School communication with SLIFE and their parents also needs more examination. What
are effective ways schools can share information with students and parents? So much of
communication and information sharing appeared to rely on technology and access to the
internet. This access may be limited for SLIFE for a variety of reasons, ranging from having the
actual hardware of a smart phone, tablet, or computer to having internet access to having an
email address or account for social media. Even paper mail communication can be challenging as
direct mail requires a stable housing physical address.
Much of what was laid out in the ELL Plans and the websites examined appeared to
depend on feasibility. Providing language support to multilingual learners or their parents who
are often primary speakers of language other than English (LOTE) admittedly requires multiple
services and strategies. A scale of feasibility may range from inconvenient on one end to
impossible on the other. To what extent are decisions made dependent on feasibility?
Intersectionality of secondary SLIFE with exceptional student education (ESE) or special
education (SPED) needs more investigation. What kind of ESOL instructional models, supports,
and services are most supportive of secondary SLIFE who also have a diagnosed disability?
SLIFE students are not a homogeneous group although they have shared characteristics related to
differences in formal educational experiences. They may also have a variety of learning
differences and disabilities as well as a variety of physical differences and (dis)abilities. There
are several issues to be considered regarding students who are identified as both ELLs and as
students with disabilities. Parents may have different cultural perspectives related to having their
children labeled as ESE or SPED and receiving associated services. In schools, it has been my
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professional experience that there is often the misconception that an identification of ESE/SPED
supersedes that of an identification of ELL rather than the need for both educational fields to
collaborate and coordinate appropriate services based on individual student need. Finally, there
are logistics concerns especially at the secondary school level regarding scheduling and earning
credits for students who are dually identified.
Summary Conclusions
There are several conclusions that can be drawn based on the research question: What
expectations are set within district policy documents for programs or services provided to
English language learners (ELLs) who have experienced limited or interrupted formal education?
Although the 1990 Florida Consent Decree (I.B.3., p. 7) requires that, “the home
language and the national origin of each student shall also be collected and retained in the
district’s data system,” this information is only retained for compliance rather than being used to
disaggregate data. These data collected at the district level are reported to the state department of
education as well. “Each district shall report annually to the Florida Department of Education the
number of students served by federal Chapter 1 and state compensatory programming services
by race, national origin, and limited English proficiency” (LULAC et al., 1990, III.B.3., p. 16).
Although federal policy does not require the disaggregation of ELL subgroup data, it could be
used to further analyze the effectiveness of programming for secondary SLIFE students as the
positive impact of ESOL instructional models is specifically mentioned pertaining to student
performance in the District ELL Template (Appendix A, p. 300). Additional data could also be
collected through interview with both the parents and the student using available online
translation programs.
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The template also provides places to document how information is being communicated
to parents and how they can participate in the Parent Leadership Council if only at the district
level, the 1990 Florida Consent Decree specifically discussed the right of any ELL committee
member to request that the committee convene to discuss the educational programming and
progress of the ELL (I.D.3., p. 9). This opportunity for the parents to advocate for their children
is not clearly communicated to them. This could be resolved by adding the information to the
district or school ESOL webpage and to make that page easily accessible to parents.
Closing Reflection
A discussion of secondary SLIFE students would not be complete without mentioning
that immigration status is often one of aspect of their intersectionality. The 1990 Florida Consent
Decree clearly states data relating to immigration status shall not be “elicited, compiled, or
maintained” nor shall “prospective students… be referred or reported to the U.S. Immigration
and Naturalization Services” (III.G.1., p. 20). Although I have called for additional data be
collected to inform policy and practices, data regarding immigration status should not included.
All students have individual agency and student voice. For secondary SLIFE, their voices
should be lifted up by those who add to their education in public schools. There are so many
opportunities to get to know students and work toward supporting their life goals as they are on
the brink of adulthood.
Kendi (2019) stated that racist policies reinforce racial inequity and that policies are
inclusive of procedures and routines as well as more formalized or written policies (p.18). The
policies that I have explored may not be explicitly racist, but they are also not clearly anti-racist.
These policies stated, in often quite general terms, how schools are meeting the state department
of education requirements for ELLs based on board rule. Policy is often written loosely enough
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to be nimble and interpreted based on the information of a specific situation. However, by not
specifically planning for particular populations of ELLs, their needs are more easily overlooked
when creating school systems such as course scheduling and program placement. The policies
underlying District ELL plans do not seek to concretely support equitable access to education for
this specific population of ELLs, secondary SLIFE.
Policies are created in the context in which they are formed. This study began with a look
at historical federal language education policy, and now I will turn to the current events that are
impacting language education policy. When I began my doctoral program, Barack Obama was in
his second presidential term, and his administration was working toward finalizing the
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA, 1965) with it rebranded
as the Every Students Succeeds Act which would be passed into law in 2015. Each presidential
administration appoints the United States Secretary of Education to serve at the pleasure of the
President. Arne Duncan was appointed the United States Secretary of Education by President
Obama and was confirmed by the Senate in January of 2009. His mother had a strong
background in education; he earned a bachelor’s degree in sociology from Harvard in 1987. In
2016, John King Jr. with an Ed.D. in the area of educational administration became the tenth
Secretary of Education.
In 2016 Donald Trump was elected president, and he appointed Betsey DeVos who
earned a Bachelor of Arts degree in business economics from Calvin College (Grand Rapids,
Michigan, 1979). Her degree is not dissimilar from the Bachelor of Science degree in economics
that Trump earned at the Wharton School of Business at the University of Pennsylvania in 1968.
During Trump’s administration, the country also witnessed shifts in immigration policy and
chants at presidential rallies of “Build that Wall.” We also increasingly witnessed children
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separated from their guardians who crossed the southern border of the United States seeking
asylum without proper prior documentation. The U.S. government was unable to reunite
hundreds of migrant children with their parents. Anti-immigrant sentiments were aroused in
some people while others mobilized.
By mid-March 2020, COVID-19 was officially a pandemic, and schools across the
United States moved online. On May 18, 2020, the United States Department of Education
(USDOE), Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, issued a fact sheet entitled,
“Providing Services to English Learners during the COVID-19 Outbreak” (see
https://www2.ed.gov/documents/coronavirus/covid-19-el-factsheet.pdf). The fact sheet provided
information on the following topics: annual English Language Proficiency (ELP) Assessment,
entrance requirements, providing services to English Learners (ELs) [italics added for emphasis],
use of Title III funds, exit procedures, parents of ELs, and resources. In the fact sheet is a
footnote regarding services to ELs. It states, “These responses to questions under this section
pertain only to the current exceptional circumstances created by COVID-19, including this
period of rapid transition to remote learning” (USDOE, 2020, p. 3).
The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO, 2020) created a policy document to
address “access and equity for English learner students and families during COVID-19.” The
document includes guidance related to English learner family engagement, instruction for
English learners, assessment for English learners, professional learning for teachers of English
learners, and leadership for English learners. Three recommendations were made regarding
instruction for ELs:
1. Offer strategies for monitoring EL attendance and supporting participation in remote
learning;
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2. Promote continuity of language and content instruction across program models; and
3. Provide guidance on supporting ELs’ social-emotional learning (SEL). (p. 2)
Most recently, the FLDOE issued a letter to superintendents on January 28, 2021, stating
that ELLs who have been participating in remote learning due to COVID-19 will not have to
come into a school building to take the WIDA ACCESS for ELLs (see
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Ow4dVyhFjC2A-cIDuFaERita6NLEpjMx/view). This decision
was echoed by WIDA’s director, Tim Boals, in his letter from January 21, 2021, concerning
putting the safety and well-being of ELLs above the requirements of standardized assessments
including the WIDA ACCESS for ELLs (see https://wida.wisc.edu/about/news/wida-statementaccess-ells-testing-2020-21-school-year).
Clearly, these are challenging times for schools and all students. However, the impact to
English Learners adds an additional layer of complexity when considering the needs and rights
of this particular population of students. Attendance and participation in remote learning is
dependent on so many variables from internet access, technology equipment, other obligations
on both the part of the parents/caregivers and students, to name just a few. Schools need to
develop models of instruction that can be delivered and supported in a variety of modes that may
be in a state of flux. In addition to remote learning, classrooms have shifted to the use of face
masks and social distancing so even group work and interaction has been impacted.
Coordination of services and co-planning between ELD specialists and content teachers
has historically been fraught with challenges, and this is even more apparent when educational
professionals are working and teaching remotely or their students are learning remotely. There is
also need for additional social-emotional learning (SEL) support for many students who are
facing complications related to economic realities as well as access to healthcare and health
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related information. For undocumented parents, economic stimulus funds from the federal
government may not be available which can contribute to food and living insecurity, not only for
themselves but also their children who are still being held responsible for participation and
attendance in remote learning through many schools.
The shift from a Trump administration to a Biden administration has implications for
policy related to many issues that impact secondary SLIFE. President Joe Biden previously
served as Vice President under the Obama administration for eight years including the time
period in which ESSA (2015) was drafted and passed as the reauthorization of NCLB (2001).
ESSA had bipartisan support under that administration; the previous guidance could possibly be
updated and reissued under the Biden-Harris administration. Dr. Jill Biden, Joe Biden’s wife, is a
lifelong educator and has been a professor of English at Northern Virginia Community College
since 2009 (see nvcc.edu; https://www.politico.com/news/2020/11/12/jill-biden-first-ladyprofessor-436363). Education secretary Miguel Cardona earned a Doctor of Education (Ed.D.)
degree in Educational Leadership and Administration in 2012; he also holds a master’s degree in
Bilingual and Bicultural Education.
In my nearly thirty years in the field of education, I have grown as an individual, an
educator, and a researcher. In my current professional life, I have recently collaborated on a
project to provide support for teachers who are supporting their multilingual learners in a virtual
setting and online environment including topics on social-emotional well-being, evaluating
online resources for ELLs, supporting English proficiency gains through oral language
development, and equitable opportunities for ELLs (see http://minnetesoljournal.org/currentissue/invited-article/the-education-of-latinx-bilingual-children-in-times-of-isolation-unlearningand-relearning/). What is clear to me is that policy makers, researchers, and educators need to
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work harder to identify, engage, and support Students with Limited Interrupted Formal
Education (SLIFE) in meeting their educational goals.
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DISTRICT ENGLISH LANGUAGE
LEARNERS PLAN
ASSURANCES AND CERTIFICATION
School districts are required to abide by a set of assurances when developing and implementing
programs and services to students classified as English Language Learners (ELLs), and are
required to ensure school- and district- level personnel comply with all the requirements and
provisions set forth in the laws, rules, regulations, and federal court orders listed below:
•

The requirements set forth in Section 1003.56, Florida Statutes;

•

The requirements set forth in Rules 6A-6.0902;6A-6.09022; 6A-6.09091; 6A-6.0903; 6A6.0907; 6A-1.0503, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), and other applicable State
Board of Education Rules;

•

The requirements of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as
amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015;

•

The requirements of the Consent Decree in the League of United Latin American
Citizens et al. v. the State Board of Education, 1990;

•

The requirements of the Florida Educational Equity Act, 1984;

•

The requirements based on the Fifth Circuit Court decision in Castañeda v. Pickard, 1981;

•

The requirements based on the Supreme Court decision in Plyler v. DOE, 1982;

•

The requirements based on the Supreme Court decision in Lau v. Nichols, 1974;

•

The requirements of the Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974;

•

The Requirements of Section 504 Rehabilitation Act of 1973;

•

The requirements of the Office for Civil Rights Memorandum of May 25, 1970;

•

The requirements of the Title VI and VII Civil Rights Act of 1964; and

•

The requirements of the Office for Civil Rights Standards for the Title VI Compliance.

By signature below, I,
, do hereby certify that procedures,
processes and services that are described herein shall be implemented in a manner consistent
with the requirements and provisions of the requirements set forth above.

Superintendent's Signature
Signed

Date
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Section 1: Identification (Rule 6A-6.0902, F.A.C.)
Enrollment Procedures and Administration of the Home Language Survey (HLS).
Describe the Local Education Agency (LEA) registration procedures to register English
Language Learners (ELLs). Responses should include the following:
How do LEA procedures compare to those followed for non-ELLs?
Into what languages are the HLS translated?
How does the LEA assist parents and students who do not speak English in the
registration process?
How do you identify immigrant students?
How is Date Entered US School (DEUSS) obtained in the registration process?
Please include a link to your HLS.

Section 2: English Language Proficiency Assessment (Rule 6A6.0902, F.A.C.)
1. English Language Proficiency (ELP) Assessment
What is the title of the person(s) responsible for administering the ELP assessment of
potential ELLs in the LEA? (Check all that apply.)
Registrar
ESOL Coordinator/Administrator
Other (Specify)
2. Listening and Speaking Proficiency Assessment
List the Listening and Speaking (Aural/Oral) assessment(s) used in the LEA and
procedures followed to determine if a K-12 student is an ELL.
Describe the procedures to ensure that the Listening and Speaking assessment(s) are
administered within 20 school days of the student’s initial enrollment.
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Reading and Writing Proficiency Assessment
List the Reading and Writing assessment(s) used in the LEA and procedures followed to
determine if a student is an ELL in grades 3-12.
3. ELL Committee
Describe the procedures used when the ELL Committee makes an entry (placement)
decision. What type of documentation is used to support these decisions?

Section 3: Programmatic Assessment (Rule 6A-6.0902, F.A.C.)
Academic/Programmatic Assessment
Describe the procedures that have been implemented for determining prior academic
experience of ELLs. Also, address the placement of ELLs with limited or no prior school
experience(s) or whose prior school records are incomplete or unobtainable. Specify
actions taken to obtain prior school records. Include the procedures to determine
appropriate grade level placement for ELLs.
Grade Level and Course Placement Procedures – Grades 9-12
Describe the procedures that have been implemented to determine appropriate grade
and course placement. Descriptions must include the process used for awarding credit
to ELLs entering high school in 9th-12th grades that have completed credits in countries
outside of the United States, specifically addressing those students for which there is no
documentation.
Explain the process for awarding credit to students transferring from other countries for
language arts classes taken in the student’s native language and for foreign languages
the student may have taken (this may include English).
What is the title of person(s) responsible for evaluating foreign transcripts? How are
they trained? How is documentation maintained?
Re-evaluation of ELLs that Previously Withdrew from the LEA
.
Describe the procedures used for re-evaluating ELLs who withdraw from the LEA and
re-enroll. Specify the length of time between the ELLs’ withdrawal and re-enrollment
after which a new English language proficiency assessment is to be administered.
Include data reporting procedures.
ELL Student Plan Development
Describe the procedures for developing the Student ELL Plan. Include the title(s) of the
person(s) responsible for developing the plan, and updating the ELL data reporting
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elements. Also, include a description of when and how the plan is updated to reflect the
student’s current services.
Describe the elements of the plan (e.g., home-school communication, student
schedules and classes, progress monitoring, interventions, assessments and other
evaluations). What is the teacher’s role in development of the plan?
Please include a link to the ELL Student Plan.

Section 4: Comprehensive Program Requirements and Student
Instruction
Instructional Models
In addition to using required English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL)
strategies by teachers who teach ELLs, what instructional model(s) or approach(es) are
used to ensure comprehensible instruction? Descriptions of each model can be found in
the current Florida Department of Education (FDOE) database manuals on the FDOE
website. (Check all that apply)
Sheltered English Language Arts
Sheltered Core/Basic Subject Areas
Mainstream-Inclusion English Language Arts
Mainstream-Inclusion Core/Basic Subject Areas
Maintenance and Developmental Bilingual Education
Dual Language (two-way) Developmental Bilingual Education
Describe how the instructional models are used in the LEA. Address how the LEA will
monitor schools to ensure that instructional models are implemented with fidelity.
Describe the process to verify that instruction provided to ELLs is equal in amount,
sequence, quality, and scope to that provided to non-ELLs.
How does the LEA determine if the instructional models are positively affecting student
performance?
How are ELLs assured equal access to all programs, services and facilities that are
available to non-ELLs?
Describe the method(s) used in the LEA to document the use of ESOL instructional
strategies and how this is monitored.
How does the LEA and school(s) verify delivery of comprehensible instruction to ELLs?
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What safeguards are in place to ensure that all ELLs are being provided equal access
to programs and receiving comprehensible instruction? Include the school and LEA
personnel responsible for ensuring comprehensible instruction.
What progress monitoring tools are being used to ensure all ELLs are mastering grade
level academic content standards, and benchmarks and the English Language
Development (ELD) standards? (Check all that apply)
Student Portfolios
Other Criterion Referenced Test (Specify)
Native Language Assessment (Specify)
LEA/school-wide assessments (Specify)
Other (Specify)
Student Progression
Have the LEA’s standards and procedures for promotion, placement, and retention of
ELLs been incorporated into the LEA’s Student Progression Plan (SPP)? If no, where
can this information be found?
Yes Please provide a link to the LEA’s SPP with specifics to ELLs highlighted.
No (Specify)
Describe how the Good Cause Policy is implemented in your LEA when ELLs who have
been enrolled for less than two years (based on DEUSS) are exempted from mandatory
third grade retention. Include how parents or guardians are notified of LEA good cause
decisions.
Describe what role the ELL Committee has in the decision to recommend the retention
or promotion of any ELL and what documentation is used to support these decisions.
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Section 5: Statewide Assessment (Rule 6A-6.09091, F.A.C.)
Statewide Assessment
Describe the process to ensure that all ELLs participate in Florida statewide
assessment programs. Include how responsible staff is trained to administer
assessments and maintain documentation of the following:
Statewide content area assessments:
ACCESS for ELLs assessment programs:
What is/are the title(s) of the school-level person responsible for ensuring and
documenting that ELLs are provided appropriate testing accommodations (per test
administration requirements)?
Describe how parents of ELLs are notified of assessments and testing
accommodations. How does the LEA ensure that parents understand Florida’s
statewide assessments policies, mandates and student outcomes? Please provide links
to communications in parents’ languages.

Section 6: English Language Proficiency Annual Assessment (Rule
6A-6.0903, F.A.C.)
Describe the procedures to determine if ELLs are ready to exit the LEA’s ESOL
program. Include exiting procedures for all language domains (listening, speaking,
reading and writing), grade-specific academic criteria and data reporting of status
change.
What is the title of person(s) responsible for conducting the exit assessments described
above? (Check all that apply.)
School/LEA based testing administrator
ESOL Teacher/Coordinator
Other (Specify)
When is an ELL Committee involved in making exit decisions? What criteria are used by
the Committee to determine language and academic proficiency?
Describe the procedures if an ELL meets exit qualifications in the middle of a grading
period.
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Section 7: Monitoring Procedures (Rule 6A-6.0903, F.A.C.)
During the required two-year monitoring period, what is the title of person(s) responsible
for:
Conducting the follow-up performance of former
ELLs? Updating the student ELL plan?
Reclassification of ELL status in data reporting systems?
What documentation is used to monitor the student's progress? (Check all that apply)
Report
Cards Test
Scores
Classroom
Performance Teacher
Input
Other (Specify)
What are the procedure(s), including possible reclassification, that are
implemented when the academic performance of former ELLs is not on grade
level?
Compliance of ELL Plan and Student Performance
Describe LEA internal procedures for monitoring the ESOL program for compliance
and student academic performance.
How do school sites, parents and stakeholders have access to the approved
District ELL Plan?
How does the LEA ensure that schools are implementing the District ELL Plan?

Section 8: Parent, Guardian, Student Notification and Rights
Describe the procedures used and provide a link to the notice to parents of an ELL
identified for participation in a language instruction educational program. Per the
Every Student Succeeds Act and per state board rule, this notice must delineate:
1. the reasons for the identification of their child as an ELL and the need for the
child’s placement in a language instruction educational program;
2. the child’s level of English proficiency, how such level was assessed, and
the status of the child’s academic achievement;
3. the methods of instruction used in the program in which their child is, or will be,
participating and the methods of instruction used in other available programs,
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4.
5.
6.

7.
8.

including how such programs differ in content, instructional goals, and the use of
English and a native language in instruction;
how the program in which their child is, or will be, participating will meet the educational
strengths and needs of their child;
how such program will specifically help their child learn English and meet ageappropriate academic achievement standards for grade promotion and graduation;
the specific exit requirements for the program, including the expected rate of transition
from such program into classrooms that are not tailored for ELLs, and the expected rate of
graduation from high school (for students in high schools);
in the case of a student with a disability, how such program meets the objectives of the
individualized education program of the student; and
information pertaining to parental rights that includes written guidance—
a. detailing the right that parents have to have their child immediately removed
from such program upon their request;
b. detailing the options that parents have to decline to enroll their child in such
program or to choose another program or method of instruction, if available; and
c. assisting parents in selecting among various programs and methods of
instruction, if more than one program or method is offered.

Describe the procedures used by school personnel to provide assistance to parents or
guardians of ELLs in their home language.
Describe parent outreach activities that inform parents of how they can be involved in
their children’s education and how they can assist their children to learn English and
meet state academic standards.
Check the school-to-home communications that are sent by the LEA or school to
parents or guardians of ELLs that are in a language the parents or guardians can
understand. (Check all that apply. Please provide links to all boxes checked.):
Results of language proficiency assessment
Program placement
Program delivery model option(s)
Extension of ESOL instruction Exit
from ESOL program
Post-reclassification of former ELLs monitoring
Reclassification of former ELLs
State and/or LEA testing
Accommodations for testing (flexible setting)
Annual testing for language development
Growth in language proficiency (Listening, Speaking, Reading, Writing)
Exemption from FSA in ELA for ELLs with DEUSS less than one year
Retention/Remediation/Good Cause
Transition to regular classes or course change Invitation
Invitation to participate in an ELL Committee Meeting
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Invitation to participate in the Parent Leadership Council (PLC)
Special programs such as Gifted, ESE, Advanced Placement, Dual Enrollment, PreK, Career and Technical Education, charter schools, and student support activities
Free/reduced price lunch
Parental choice options, school improvement status, and teacher out-of-field notices
Registration forms and requirements
Disciplinary forms
Information about the Florida Standards and the English Language Development
(ELD) Standards
Information about community services available to parents
Information about opportunities for parental involvement (volunteering, PTA/PTO,
SAC)
Report Cards*
Other (Specify)
*If report cards are not available in other languages, please describe how the academic
progress of an ELL is communicated to parents/guardians.

Section 9: The Parent Leadership Council (Rule 6A-6.0904, F.A.C.)
What type(s) of Parent Leadership Council (PLCs) exist in the LEA? (Check all that
apply. Please provide links to agenda membership and meetings.)
LEA Level
School Level
Please address the functions and composition of the PLC:
The PLC is "composed in the majority of parents of limited English proficient students."
If the PLCs in the LEA do not meet this condition, explain why and when compliance
with the rule is expected.
How does the LEA involve the PLC in other LEA committees?
How is the LEA PLC involved in the development of the District ELL Plan?
Does the LEA PLC approve of the District ELL Plan?

Yes

If no, please provide explanation for PLC’s non-approval.
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No

Section 10: Personnel Training (Rules 6A-6.0907 and 6A1.0503, F.A.C.)
Describe how Category I teachers responsible for the English Language Arts and
intensive reading instruction of ELLs who are required to obtain the ESOL
endorsement/certification are notified of training requirements and opportunities.
Include title of person(s) responsible for issuing the notifications and how the process
is documented.
Describe how content area teachers of math, science, social studies and computer
literacy are notified of ESOL training requirements (60 hours) and opportunities.
Include title of person(s) responsible for issuing the notifications and how the process
is documented.
Describe how all other instructional staff are notified of ESOL training requirements
(18 hours) and opportunities. Include title of person(s) responsible for issuing the
notifications and how the process is documented.
Describe the procedures used when Category I teachers are reported out of
field. Include compliance procedures when claiming weighted FTE 130 for core
courses.
Describe how the LEA provides the 60-hour ESOL training requirement for
school- based administrators and the LEA’s tracking system that will be
implemented.
Describe how the LEA provides the 60-hour ESOL training requirements for
Guidance Counselors, and the LEA’s tracking system.
Describe the supplemental professional development offered by the LEA to ensure
that instructional staff are informed of English Language Development standards and
best practices.
If instruction is provided in a language other than English, describe the procedures
that are used to assess teachers' proficiency in the other language and in English.
A bilingual paraprofessional or teacher is required at schools having 15 or more
ELLs who speak the same language. Specify the eligibility qualifications required by
the LEA for bilingual paraprofessionals. Explain the bilingual paraprofessional’s job
description and primary assignment.
Describe LEA procedures for training bilingual paraprofessionals in ESOL or
home language strategies. Include how documentation of training is maintained.
Describe the procedures to determine the bilingual paraprofessional's proficiency
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in English and in the heritage language of the students served.
Please provide an assurance letter from the district superintendent that the district is
in compliance with all ESOL training requirements.

Section 11: Extension of Services (Rule 6A-6.09022, F.A.C.)
Describe LEA procedures used to determine extension of services, including
appropriate timeline based on DEUSS. Explain the role of the ELL Committee and
what supporting documentation is used in determining if continued ESOL services are
necessary.
Listening and Speaking Proficiency Assessment
List the Listening and Speaking assessment(s) used in the LEA to determine if
a student is English proficient for extension of services.
Reading and Writing Proficiency Assessment
List the Reading and Writing assessment(s) used in the LEA to determine if a
student is English proficient for extension of services.
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